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ABSTRACT

Using a transformative mixed methods approach, I explored the ways in which genres
and racial projects are constitutive of each other and contribute to the racialization of Latinx
students in higher education and result in disparate outcomes for Latinx students. Latinx research
participants revealed the myriad ways in which they are racialized throughout the education
system and the numerous ways they encounter whiteness on a daily basis. I focused on two
genres in particular: the federally mandated race and ethnicity categories and their intersections
with Big Data/Predictive Analytics (BDPA) projects at the university. Rhetorical Genre Studies
(RGS) and Racial Formation Theory (RFT) guided my work and through synthesis of these
theories, I proposed a theory of Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs). I proposed that GRIs, as the
sites where genres are racialized, are concrete levers that structure and institutionalize racialized
outcomes at the university. Further, GRIs interact with BDPAs and reify racialized outcomes that
project historical disparities into the future. I argued that identifying disparate racialized
outcomes at any level of the university will reveal the GRIs that maintain and reproduce the
outcomes. Critical examination of GRIs by social-justice-minded agents of the university should
lead to transformation of GRIs. Transformation of GRIs at various levels and scales within the
university have the potential to transform the university. Through the synthesis of RGS and RFT,
this project presents a novel approach to the study of racialized disparities in higher education for
Latinx students. Further, it reveals concrete structures through which to enact transformative
change.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Latinxs are the fastest-growing population in the U.S. (U.S. Census) and Latinxs are the
fastest-growing group in higher education in the 21st century (Garcia, “Defined” 112). A
troubling trend in relation to the Latinx population, particularly given these growth projections,
are the consistent disparities in academic success rates between Latinxs and their white
counterparts in higher education.
To explore the condition of Latinx students in higher education, I proceeded along two
tracks. First, as you will see in Chapter Three, I conducted a mixed-methods study with Latinx
students who attended the university that was the site of my study. As you will see in Chapter
Four, Latinx research participants revealed the levels of racialization that they experienced
within the U.S., within the education system, and at the university, all of which I categorized
under the theme encounters with whiteness. Second, I explored the university’s role in racializing
Latinx students and institutionalizing race.
As part of understanding the university’s role, it was necessary to situate the university
within the broader context of institutions in the U.S., and further still, to situate the role of
institutions within “the state,” which I defined as the U.S. government. The assertion that the
U.S. is a racial state (Omi and Winant, Racial 77-91) that is structured and reproduced through
the work of institutions implicates institutions as sites of racialization. As will be discussed in
this dissertation, higher education in particular, due to its unique role of authorizing agents,
knowledges, and ways of making knowledge, carries special implications.
Using Rhetorical Genre Studies (RGS) and Racial Formation Theory (RFT), I explored
Latinx research participants’ perceptions of racialization and the institution’s role in racializing
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Latinx students through two specific genres: the state’s official race and ethnicity categories and
Big Data/Predictive Analytics (BDPA) projects employed by the university. As you will see in
Chapter Two, genres and race intersect powerfully within the university to reproduce racial
formations and racialize Latinx students. Use of race as a factor in BDPAs further obfuscates the
role of racialization at the university and reifies academic haves and have-nots. In an effort to
make these interactions visible, I proposed a theory of Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs), which
I argue is a first step in ultimately transforming and re-racializing higher education.
The following three questions guided my research:
(1) What are Latinx research participants’ perceptions of genres at the university,
specifically the genres of race and ethnicity categories? (Qualitative question)
(2) In what ways does the university racialize students? (Quantitative question)
(3) What do the quantitative data used by the university in BDPA projects leave out in
terms of Latinx students’ identities? (Mixed-methods Question)

Latinx Research Participants Encountering Race
In the next section, I assert that the state, state institutions, the education system, and
higher education in particular produce and reproduce policies, practices, and processes that result
in racialized outcomes that disproportionately disadvantage Latinx students. The racialization of
policies, practices, and processes that favor the majority, white students, amounts to the
institutionalization of whiteness at the university. Here I show the broad array of disparities that
result for Latinx students when they encounter race through the pervasiveness of whiteness.
I covered a broad set of topics in the focus groups that I conducted with Latinx students at the
university. Though my focus was on education and higher education in particular, Latinx
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research participants in each focus group spontaneously raised the broad political contexts in the
U.S. for Latinxs. Though I will not spend a lot of time on this topic, it bears mentioning since it
is the broad milieu within which the Latinx research participants and the university are situated.
There is a long history in the U.S. of racializing Latinxs. As Flores contended, the
racialization of the border and of Latinx bodies in the U.S. since the 1930s has been such that
terms used to construct the rhetoric, like “illegal immigrants,” have been racialized to
specifically signify Mexican or, more broadly, Latinx bodies (“Constructing”). The construction
as “illegal” seemed not to play into the research participants’ perceptions of their own
racialization. However, research participants’ self-identification as outsiders, even in cases where
they were born in the U.S., speaks to the strength and persistence of the “immigrant” label.
Recently, during the 2016 U.S. presidential election, new terms were added to the
racializing rhetoric used to describe Mexicans. Terms like “criminals,” “rapists,” and “drug
dealers” were repeatedly used by then-candidate Trump on the campaign trail (Bump; Leonhardt
and Philbrick; Reilly). These national discourses were relevant to the Latinx research participants
because, to paraphrase what they consistently volunteered, white people in the U.S. think that all
Latinxs are Mexican. The wide distribution of these negative, racializing tropes and the hatred
that they embolden permeates U.S. society and signs of these sentiments surface at universities
and on college campuses. According to the Anti-Defamation League, there was a 77% increase
in white supremacist propaganda on college campuses during the 2017-2018 academic year
(“White”). These single, overt expressions of white supremacy often overshadow the pervasive,
covert, systematized, and racialized disparities within higher education.
How we racialize Latinxs in higher education matters. Between 2000 and 2010, the
Latinx population in the U.S. grew by 43%, accounting for half of the population growth during
3

that time period (U.S. Census Bureau, “Hispanic” 2). Further, Latinxs are projected to continue
to be the fastest-growing group in the U.S. and are expected to comprise 29% of the U.S.
population by 2050 (Passel and Cohn, “U.S. Population” i). Strikingly, this projected explosion
will be due, for the first time in decades, to natural births in the U.S. as opposed to growth in the
number of new immigrants (Rumbaut, “Pigments” 16). Finally, Latinxs are the fastest-growing
group in higher education in the 21st century (Garcia 112). These trends are not expected to slow
or shift, which means that we need to find ways to reverse the practices that for so long have
produced uneven outcomes for Latinx students in higher education. Latinx students, and other
students of color, do not suffer from an achievement gap; they suffer from a racialized
opportunity gap (Ochoa 15).
Multiple scholars have highlighted the role of race and racialization within higher
education. They have addressed issues such as campus climate for Latinx students (Yosso et al.
“Critical”), the institutional presence of whiteness (Gusa “White”), the dominance of whiteness
in education (Leonardo Race), denial of white hyperprivilege by white students (Cabrera,
“Using”), whiteness in educational policy (Gillborn “Education”; López “The (Racially)”),
Critical Race Theory in education (Tate “Critical”), the importance of promoting racial
integration in higher education (Tienda “Diversity”), and the difficulties involved with teaching
race (Brunsma et al.). Whiteness and the prevalence of whiteness factors significantly in studies
of race in higher education and factored prominently in the racializing experiences that Latinx
research participants described.
There is no disputing the disparities in outcomes between Latinx students versus their
white counterparts. In 2014, the rate of adults 25 and older who had not completed high school in
the U.S. was 33% for Hispanics, the highest of all groups, as compared to 8% for whites, which
4

was the lowest of all groups (de Brey et al., “Status” VII). According to National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) 2018 data, the six-year graduation rates for students who started at a
four-year university in 2010 was 54% for Hispanics as compared to 64% for whites. In 2016, the
median annual earnings of Latinxs with at least a bachelor’s degree was $49,300 as compared to
$54,700 for whites (de Brey et al., “Status” VII). The educational genres that racialize Latinx
students or, alternately, that are geared towards white students account for at least some of these
disparities (Brunsma et al. 719). Racialized genres exist throughout the K-12 education pipeline
throughout which white students accumulate privilege and capital. I contend that higher
education is best positioned to transform racialized genres and, in so doing, transform the
system.
In “Anything but Racism” Eduardo Bonilla-Silva and Gianpaolo Baoicchi contended, as
the title of their article suggests, that researchers go to great lengths to explain away phenomena
rather than naming instances that appeared to them to be clear cases of institutional racism. In a
similar vein, Harper reviewed the literature to explore the avoidance of naming racist and
racialized institutional norms in studies located at Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs). Of
the 255 peer-reviewed journal articles that Harper reviewed, only 16 used the words “racism” or
“racist” more than twice and in many instances, authors went to great pains to avoid naming race
as a cause for the disparities under examination (“Race”). Harper’s study highlighted the extent
to which a number of academics, who were specifically studying reasons for disparate outcomes
in higher education, failed to name institutional racism. This suggests the entrenchment of race in
institutions, an issue I will turn to now.
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Racializing role of the state, institutions, and higher education
Omi and Winant asserted that in the U.S., we are currently in a period of racial hegemony
(Racial 65-69). Further, they indicated that “the major institutions and social relationships of
U.S. society—law political organization, economic relationships, religion, cultural life,
residential patterns, etc. – have been structured from the beginning by the racial order” (Racial
79). There is a recursive relationship between the state and state institutions. As will be
demonstrated below, institutions play a number of roles in service to the state but most
importantly, institutions reproduce race, which reproduces the existing racial order. The racial
state operates through hegemony and higher education is the arm of the state that we consent to
en masse.
The original U.S. racial project through which the state officially instituted counting by
race was through the decennial U.S. Census, originally instituted in 1790. Deployment of race
and ethnicity categories in the census established the original color line and established counting
by race, and it revealed the racial role of the state (Omi and Winant Racial). The U.S. created
what Prewitt referred to as a “constitutionally derived racial classification system” (25). It is also
important to note that meanings of race vary “over historical time and in distinct social settings”
(Omi and Winant, “Racial” 303). Therefore, the race and ethnicity categories are historically
specific and contingent and while the same race and ethnicity categories may remain constant
over time, what the categories mean and represent change over time. The shifting meanings of
race within the racial state are reflected in the shifting meanings of the race and ethnicity
categories over time and space. Race is continuingly remade in everyday life (Omi and Winant,
“Racial” 307) and this constant change results in instability.
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In fact, the color line in the U.S. has become more complex as we have transitioned to a
majority-minority society (Omi and Winant, “Racial” 310). Latinxs in particular pose a “vexing
conundrum” for notions of race and ethnicity in the U.S. (Almaguer, “Race” 143). Multiraciality
further problematizes “notions of race, racial classification, and racial identity itself” (Omi and
Winant, “Racial” 311) and the mestizaje frame conflicts with the dominant white / non-white
binary in the U.S. (Omi and Winant, “Racial” 312).
To make matters more complex, views of race vary within different Latinx countries and
families due to differences in racial formation processes in different countries and different
views of “phenotype, class, age, and education” (Rodriguez 7). Racial variegations that exist in
Latin American and Caribbean countries contrast with the starkly drawn race and ethnicity
categories of the U.S. (Almaguer, “Race” 145). U.S. rules of hypodescent and categories based
on biological criteria have been “few, discrete, and mutually exclusive, with skin color a
prominent element” (Rodriguez 9). Further, though race categories have shifted and evolved over
time, they have consistently maintained a bipolar order: “whites” versus “other social races”
(Rodriguez 65). As the Latinx research participants demonstrated, Latinxs bring their differently
constructed racial formations into the U.S. racial contexts. Despite differences in the Latinx and
U.S. constructions of race, there is agreement in the privileging of whiteness and the depreciation
of blacks and indigenous peoples. Further, racial hierarchies privilege the interests and political
agendas of the powerful members of the upper-classes (Rodriguez 10) and have “a profound
impact on claims for recognition that are validated (or ignored) in state-sanctioned racial
categories” (Omi and Winant, “Racial” 313).
As Omi and Winant asserted, the U.S. racial regime is permanently unstable because the
racial categories are unstable and open to political contestation (“Racial” 318). In our current
7

political climate in the U.S., Latinxs as individuals and as a collective, are regularly subjects of
and subjected to political and ideological contestation. From a generic perspective, the race and
ethnicity categories are stabilized enough (Schryer) to serve their purpose of counting by race.
However, the race and ethnicity categories, which are politically and ideologically fraught, create
unique problems for Latinxs in the U.S.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Latinxs have a problem of mis-identification with
respect to the official race categories (Prewitt 135). In census 2000, over half of the respondents
who identified as Latinx selected “some other race” and indicated their countries of origin
(Almaguer 149). Omi and Winant noted that similar numbers of Latinxs provided “wrong”
answers to the race question on the 1980 and 1990 censuses (“Racial” 313). However, instead of
considering their responses incorrect, Omi and Winant suggested that Latinxs refused to situate
themselves within the officially given race and ethnicity categories.
To determine the racial and ethnic composition of the country, the U.S. Census includes
two separate questions: one related to race and another related to ethnicity. In reference to race,
respondents are asked to select from American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African
American, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, or White. Also included in the race
question is the option “some other race,” which is not considered an official race category (U.S.
Census “2018”). In reference to ethnicity, respondents are asked to select “No, not Hispanic or
Latino” or “Yes” and select the country of origin if provided or, if not provided, write it in the
space provided. There is a similar design used for the race questions. Respondents are asked to
select one of the five given racial categories or “some other race” and indicate their country of
origin. See Figure 1.
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2018 Census Test OMB No. 0607-0999 from the United States Census Bureau
Figure 1: 2018 U.S. Census Test Question Number 9

In large numbers, Latinxs have consistently selected the “some other race” category on
the three most recent decennial censuses. In other words, Latinxs are checking the box on the
race question that is not officially a race category; the message there seems fairly clear. Given
the high proportion of Latinx respondents who selected the “some other race” category, I argue
that there is not a problem of racial mis-identification but rather of racial non-identification.
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Latinxs’ responses likely reflect a problem with the available race categories rather than with
Latinxs racial self-identification, a fact which Latinx research participants clearly articulated. In
her review, Rodriguez argued that Latinxs who chose the “Some other race” category did so as a
result of “nationality, culture, familial socialization, birthplace, skin color, ethnicity, or a
combination of these” (152). In other words, based on a complex combination of factors related
to identity.
Another issue unique to Latinxs relates to the question of ethnicity. In addition to the
problem of non-identification with the given race categories, Latinxs are represented by a value
against which ethnicity is determined in the U.S. and at the university. Broadly speaking, all
people in the country are asked to identify as “Hispanic or Latino” or “not Hispanic or Latino.”
This is an odd formulation that lumps all Latinxs into a single ethnic category. Omi and Winant
suggested that we resist “racial lumping” or “the tendency to locate multiracial individuals in a
collective category that fails to consider . . . the enormous diversity within multiracial
populations” (“Racial” 312). The homogenizing effect of the panethnic “Hispanic” and “Latino”
labels further complicate the roles of race and ethnicity for Latinx students at the university.
The problem of Latinx racial non-identification on the decennial U.S. Census is
significant since the state uses U.S. Census race and ethnicity numbers to determine
apportionment and to enforce Civil Rights protections (Nobles; Prewitt; U.S. Census). However,
through Directive 15, the Office of Management and Budget extended to all U.S. institutions the
mandate to use the federally created race and ethnicity categories (“Office”). Thus, the race and
ethnicity categories, and the challenges they create for Latinxs, were injected into state
institutions and into higher education.
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Like racial labels, panethnic labels allow institutions to collectivize and narrativize
identities. They facilitate typifications of students. These typifications have far-reaching
implications given the number of years that students spend engaged with the education system
and given the ramifications of ultimately earning, or not earning, an undergraduate degree, which
correlates with earning potential and cultural and political capital (Ochoa 3). In higher education,
the problem of typifying what amounts to racial and ethnic misidentifications is particularly
salient given the use of race and ethnicity data in BDPAs. Responses from research participants
reflected their confusion and lack of identification with the official race categories. Further, due
to their specialist knowledge of Latinx intragroup differences, they indicated that the panethnic
“Hispanic or Latino” label failed to account for significant intragroup differences, and failed to
reflect that Latinxs prefer to self-identify based on their country of origin (Taylor et al. 2).
Higher education serves numerous important functions for the state. First, higher
education reproduces authorizers; thus, institutions of higher education are grantors of social,
economic, political, and cultural capital. Second, the university produces dominant knowledges
and sanctioned ways of producing knowledge. Universities are textual bastions that traffic in
knowledge. Therefore, they are a rich source of racialized genres and unfortunately, white racial
supremacy is a part of the curriculum (Leonardo Race 144). Finally, one final area related to
knowledge production is the role of research and the associated concepts of methods and
methodologies. Methods and methodologies are steeped in what Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva
dubbed “white logic” and “white methods.” This is an important topic that I will return to in
Chapter Three, when I explain the methods of my study.
Historically White Colleges and Universities (HWCU) is an acronym used to describe
institutions of higher education whose “histories, traditions, symbols, stories, icons, curriculum,
11

and processes were all designed by whites, for whites, to reproduce whiteness” (Brunsma et al.
“Teaching” 719). Most institutions in the U.S. are indeed HWCUs; however, white institutions
are not typically racialized and signified in the ways that their minoritized counterparts (HSIs
and HBCUs) are commonly racialized. The most recent NCES data (2019) shows that as of
2015-2016, there were 3,004 four-year colleges and universities operating in the U.S. (“U.S.
Department”). According to the Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities (HACU), as
of 2017, 523 institutions met the criteria for the Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) designation,
and these 523 institutions enrolled 66% of the Latinx college-going population (“2019”). We can
roughly estimate that the remaining 34% of college-going Latinx students in the U.S. attended
one of the roughly 2,481 institutions remaining. This suggests that a significant number of Latinx
students attend HWCUs and therefore have to navigate the histories, traditions, symbols, stories,
curriculum, and processes, or in short, the white genres of the university.
Racialization is a core feature of life in the U.S. So far, I have argued that the prevalence
of racialized whiteness that is institutionalized by the majority of universities in the U.S. has
negative, disparate outcomes for Latinx students who earn access to one of these institutions.
Further, Latinx students’ mis- and non-dentification with the historically fraught official race and
ethnicity categories makes use of these genres problematic. The problematic nature of the race
and ethnicity genres is exacerbated through the use of other genres, BDPAs that rely, at least in
part, on the race and ethnicity data to predict or predetermine outcomes for Latinx students
within the university. In this next section I expand on the interaction between race and genres
and introduce the concept of Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs), which I will cover in depth in
Chapter Two.
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Generic-Racial Interactions
The two tracks that I articulated above, Latinx research participants’ perceptions of race
and ethnicity genres at the university, and the role of the university in racializing Latinx students,
are in constant interaction at various levels within the university. They represent the myriad ways
that Latinx students expressed experiencing otherness and encountering whiteness at the
university and the ways in which the institution addresses race in always already white racialized
ways. These interactions represent racial projects at the university that ultimately contribute the
racial formations of Latinx college students.
Through my primary genres of interest—the race and ethnicity categories and Big
Data/Predictive Analytics (BDPA) projects—racialized genres of the university, the university
institutionalizes racialized outcomes, which reifies existing racial formations, reproduces the
status quo of the university, and ultimately contributes to the reproduction of the racial state. I
call the reproductive interactions between genres and race Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs)
and claim that GRIs have always already been deployed to structure inherently white racialized
activities as mundane, common-sense, taken for granted, and normalized. I argue that, through
naming GRIs and revealing the racialized outcomes that existing university GRIs reproduce, they
can be reclaimed, leveraged and re-racialized to create equity for Latinx students in higher
education.
Higher education as the premiere site that authorizes authorizers is uniquely positioned as
a site for transformational change. Through developing a deeper understanding of genres and
race and the GRIs that they enable, agents of the university can discretely transform one GRI at a
time. Genres, as vehicles, have enabled and enacted dominant racialized ideologies since the
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founding of the U.S. Genres are discrete, contained artefacts and activities, created or enacted by
humans and though they tend to function invisibly, they are quite easy to find. I argue that racialjustice-minded agents can rewrite the myriad GRIs of the university and in so doing re-racialize
the work that they do.
To that end, I conducted a mixed-methods research study with Latinx students at the
university to learn their perceptions and knowledges related to genres, race, and the official race
and ethnicity categories. I compared research participants’ survey responses and focus group
feedback to the secondary data collected by the university to identify the limits of relying on the
official race and ethnicity categories and BDPA projects to predict Latinx student outcomes. As
you will see in Chapter Four, Latinx research participants were quite capable of identifying
racialized genres, including the race and ethnicity categories used to racialize them.

Procedures
I used a transformative mixed-methods approach to study Latinx student perceptions of
the racial and ethnic categories and data collected at a large, metropolitan, research university
and their perceptions of how those data are used by the university. Study participants were
randomly selected from a list of students who identified as Hispanic on their admissions
applications. A total of nineteen participants took part in one of four focus groups, completed a
survey, and allowed me to link secondary data, academic information like GPA, test scores, etc.,
to their focus group and survey responses in order to determine what was left out of the BDPA
projects that the university uses to predict outcomes for Latinx students at the university.
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Significance of the study
This study is significant for three reasons. First, from a social justice perspective, it takes
up the problem of consistently disparate educational outcomes for Latinx students in higher
education. The second-class citizen status of Latinxs in higher education has been tolerated and
perpetuated for decades; however, all children in the U.S. deserve the same access to highquality educational opportunities. This research and other research like it takes up that cause on
behalf of Latinx students.
Second, from a theoretical perspective, little work has been done that focuses on the
transformative potential of genres of race in higher education. Given the structuring role of
genres, if this approach proves to have the transformative potential that I suspect it has, it has the
potential to have far-reaching effects across myriad higher education institutions and other types
of U.S. institutions. Widespread institutional change would prompt the broad systemic change
that has eluded social justice advocates for generations.
Finally, overcoming a racialized hierarchy as entrenched as the one in the U.S. system is
a difficult task. Countless scholars and activists from various fields like W.E.B. DuBois in
sociology, Gloria Anzaldua in Chicana/feminist studies, and Richard Delgado and Patricia
Williams in critical race theory and critical legal studies, and dozens of others not named here,
have confronted issues of institutional racisms and their experiences of marginality. These
scholars in particular have melded the professional with the personal in an attempt to make the
substance of their arguments accessible and relatable. The depth of knowledge that comes from
lived experience is reflected in the insights of these scholars and could not have been articulated
without their own experiences of marginality. There is a great deal of human capital left on the
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table when we fail to educate the thousands upon thousands of children who share in the assets
of these scholars. Given the explosive growth of the Latinx population, it is in the best interest of
the U.S. to shift old paradigms and invest in properly educating the fastest-growing segment of
the U.S. population.

Limitations of the Study
This study was exploratory in nature. I sought to understand the racialization experiences
of Latinx research participants at the micro-level and the ways in which a university
operationalizes race and racialization at the macro-level to suggest that genres help to
institutionalize racial projects, which I called Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs). Since I
considered the university that was the site of my study as a typification, similar to the majority of
other higher education institutions, I did not delve into the specific attributes of this particular
institution beyond having Latinx students participate in the study and react to typified racialized
genres. I considered this study a first step in revealing the roles of GRIs within an institution of
higher education and the disparate racializing impacts that they have on Latinx students.
Since I could find no previous research that linked genres and race to higher education
outcomes, I developed the study without the benefit of previous research in this area and without
the benefit of tested focus group and survey questions. The insights gleaned from conducting this
study will certainly contribute to refining survey instruments for subsequent studies.
A final limitation of the study was the small sample size of nineteen participants. Armed
with an understanding of the role of GRIs within the university, future studies will benefit from a
refinement of the survey instruments and a larger sample size.
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Organization of the Study
In this chapter, I provided the contexts for Latinxs in the U.S. and specifically for Latinx
students in higher education. I explored the role of racialized genres in reproducing institutions
and the role of institutionalization in reproducing whiteness and in racializing Latinx students at
a particular university. Finally, I introduced Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs) to name the
particular sites within the university where genres and race interact to produce and reproduce
racialized results for Latinx students. In Chapter Two, I will provide overviews of the theoretical
traditions that guided my study, Rhetorical Genre Studies (RGS) and Racial Formation Theory
(RFT), and use key components of each theory to propose a theory of Generic-Racial
Interactions (GRIs). Further, I will show how GRIs provide structure to the university and frame
them concretely in order to propose their capacity for transformational change. In Chapter Three,
I will outline the methods I used to conduct my study and explore the role of racialized genres in
methods and methodologies. In Chapter Four, I will share Latinx research participants’
experiences with racialization at various levels in the U.S. and specifically at a Predominantly
White Institution (PWI). I will also provide accounts of the myriad ways that research
participants encountered whiteness at the university. Finally, in Chapter Five, I will concretely
show how GRIs can be leveraged to transform racialization at a single university. Further, I will
consider how transforming racialization at a single university can transform higher education and
ultimately, the state.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
As we saw in Chapter One, institutions have a dual role: they respond to the external
exigencies of the state and produce internal exigencies for agents. Institutions recursively interact
with the state through myriad genres (filing forms, holding conversations between state and
institutional agents, filing reports, holding meetings, coordinating activities to accomplish shared
goals, creating budgets, providing file budget requests, etc.). And, institutions also create
exigencies for agents and recursively interact and act with agents through myriad genres (forms,
policies, processes, procedures, notices, rules, guidelines, etc.). These generic exchanges
structure activity, guide action, constrain options, and under normal conditions, enable a limited
range of predetermined outcomes.
To borrow from Bawarshi, the genres outlined above are habits, or ways we act within a
given environment, and the given environments are habitats. Genres are the sites in which we
reproduce the contexts to which genres respond (“The Ecology” 71). In other words, habits and
habitats are both generic and socially constructed. They are also co-constructive. Agents, through
enactment of habits, reproduce the habitats that create the contexts that make the habits possible.
Institutions reside in the habitat of the state and agents reside in the habitats of institutions and
the state.
As indicated in Chapter One, my project concerns the habitat of a particular university. In
this chapter, I use Racial Formation Theory (RFT) and Rhetorical Genre Studies (RGS) to
explore the habits that agents enact to racialize students within the particular habitat of the
university. In covering RFT and RGS I argue that through the synergies between race and genre,
race is genred, and genres are racialized. The relative invisibility of their interactivity, their

18

habitation, has been a part of what has made their existence possible. Further, I assert that the
synergies between genres and race and RGS and RFT are sufficiently unique to warrant
sketching the contours of a new theory of Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs). I define GRIs as
the sites at which racial projects are enabled or enacted by genres. I begin by highlighting key
features of RFT and RGS that contribute to this new theorization then proceed to conceptualize a
theory of GRIs and highlight the following features of GRIs: duality of structures, accrual of
history, fluid stability, and invisibility. I will end by arguing that revealing GRIs will render
racialization at the university visible, and that this revelation opens the university habitat for
radical transformation.

Racial Formation Theory (RFT)
In Racial Formation in the United States from the 1960s to the 1990s, Omi and Winant
identified various sociohistorical periods of racialization in the U.S. As part of creating their
frame, they described racial rule as a “slow and uneven historical process which has moved from
dictatorship to democracy, from domination to hegemony (69). Thus, our historical moment is
defined as a state of racial hegemony (68). Borrowing from Gramsci, Omi and Winant defined
hegemony as the conditions necessary for the achievement and consolidation of rule, which is
always constituted by coercion and consent (69). It is critical to emphasize that racial
hegemonies rely to a far greater extent on consent than on coercion. This is relevant to my
project for two reasons. First, I am claiming that higher education is the ideal site within which
to propose a theory of GRIs since it is the arm of the racial state that we consent to en masse.
Second, and more importantly, I claim that genres are the everyday habits that condition consent
so, ultimately, genres are implicated in the creation and maintenance of hegemony. Although we
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have moved from the period of racial dictatorship to a period of racial hegemony, the current
racial order is an outcome of a “complex historical evolution” (Omi and Winant Racial 61) and I
further claim that the material entities, the habits, that serve as vehicles through history are
genres.
As I will show below, the presence of the past is felt through ancestral genres (Jamieson).
In Omi and Winant’s theory, racial formation is “the sociohistorical process by which racial
categories are created, inhabited, transformed, and destroyed” (Racial 55). A review of the race
and ethnicity categories used in each decennial U.S. Census over the past 230 years illustrates
the extent of the racial transformation in the U.S. for non-white citizens. It is also reveals the lack
of categorical transformation for white citizens. As I established in Chapter One, the U.S. Census
race and ethnicity categories reflect the sociohistoric moments within which the categories
existed. The lack of transformation, or the continued dominance of whiteness through the
centuries, is evident in the stasis of the “white” genre.
Of course, the transformations that did take place within the categories, the attendant
racial formations, and the ideological agents who created them were not spontaneous; racial
formations were outcomes of racial projects (Omi and Winant, Racial 60). Stated differently,
racial projects are the building blocks of racial formations (Racial 68). Omi and Winant defined
racial projects as “simultaneously an interpretation, representation, or explanation of racial
dynamics, and an effort to reorganize and redistribute resources along particular racial lines”
(Racial 56). For my purposes, the most significant portion of this formulation is the link between
structure and representation that racial projects provide (Racial 56). In other words, racial
projects link what “race means in a particular discursive practice and the ways in which both
social structures and everyday experiences are racially organized based upon that meaning” (Omi
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and Winant Racial 56, emphasis in original). In my context, genres are the conduits that codify,
institutionalize, and link discursive practices with social structures and everyday experiences.
My project explored what and how race means to Latinx students and how they
experience race at a Predominantly White Institution (PWI). In Chapter One I asserted that
higher education is an arm of the state organized and inhabited through consent. I argue here that
the state creates an exigence for college degrees that we assent to in large, racially uneven,
numbers. Further, I argue that in addition to the creation of the material social, political, cultural,
and economic conditions in the U.S. that favor ever-higher levels of degree attainment and
specialization, our collective assent relies in part, on particular discursive practices, dominant
meta-narratives called myths that are hegemonic genres. Two myths in particular, the myth of
equal education opportunities for all students in the U.S. and the myth of meritocracy, are colorblind racial projects that will be focal points of this section.
As the U.S. moved from a period of racial dictatorship with overtly racist practices to the
current state of racial hegemony with covertly racialized practices, as expected, institutions and
their practices reflected the racial shifts of the state. Within the institution of education, Brown
vs. Board of the Education of Topeka Kansas (1954) resulted in the desegregation of schools
marking a shift away from the overt racial inequality of segregation. Though Brown was
considered a landmark Civil Rights victory, fifty years after Brown, desegregation of public
education has resulted in a two-tiered system (Carroll et al.). Sixty-two years after Brown, there
is now evidence of a system of “double segregation” by race and poverty for Latino and Black
students (Orfield et al. 1). There are two related issues here. First, legislation acclaimed for its
social justice aims has in some ways worsened the problem that it was meant to remedy. Second,
and more important for my purposes, the overt fact that Brown legally desegregated schools
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enables a discourse that makes the fact of segregation no longer a legal matter that the state is
responsible to redress even when racialized disparities operate in plain sight. Indeed, they are
documented in the racialized big data sets that the state meticulously keeps.
The fact that our public schools are officially desegregated helps to maintain the
discourse that all students have equal access to a free public education despite the reality that the
outcomes of free public education vary wildly along racial lines (Kozol Savage). As a result of
this myth, when students (a disproportionate number of whom are brown and black) fail, the
myth of equal opportunity occludes the racialized reality of the disparities and students are
blamed for their academic failures. The bootstraps mentality, an “ideology of radical
individualism,” fosters the notion that students who failed did so because they did not try harder
(Villanueva, Bootstraps 158). In summary, the public education system actively maintains a
system of academic apartheid that racializes students as achievers or non-achievers then blames
non-achievers for the results of their conditions, conditions that the state created. Through
adherence to this myth, we consent at a macro level to the ideology of equal educational
opportunity and ignore the gross educational disparities that the state reproduces.
Outcomes of myriad racial projects in K-12 education result in racial formations that
paint Latinx students as always already less prepared for higher education than their white
counterparts. The consistency with which the disparate outcomes are reproduced stabilizes the
Latinx racial formation in terms of prospects for academic achievement and in how higher
education categorizes their potential for success. Since overt discrimination is no longer possible,
institutions of higher education use covert means to make admissions decisions. Currently,
university admissions decisions are frequently said to be based on an applicant’s merit. This
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leads to a second dominant myth, the myth of meritocracy, which is a prevalent ideological
construct that factors prominently in higher education.
“Merit” and “meritocracy” as terms signify what they claim to represent. They signal a
sense of deservedness in admission to higher education. In some instances, as is the case with
legacy admissions, students explicitly feel deserving of admission, typically to an elite
institution, due to their familial lineage and history with the institution. More often than not, it is
simply the case of individual students who feel they have done more than another to warrant
admission. This myth correlates strongly with the American ideal of individualism. Injecting
individualism into the context of merit, we as an American collective easily assent to the notion
that individuals who have the most merit are the most deserving in all manner of situations. The
problem in this case is that this construction in higher education overlooks the privileged genre
systems that enable the construction of a meritorious college admissions portfolio.
High-stakes university admissions tests like the SAT and ACT favor students who have
the means to pay expensive tutors, pay for rigorous test preparation programs, and/or pay for an
unlimited number of testing attempts. The shift to a holistic admissions process that considers
academic and non-academic factors only complicates the merits of merit. Often the sorts of
extra-curricular activities that universities value also privilege those with the financial means or
social capital to participate in those activities. Lower-SES-status students, who are often Latinx,
lack the funds needed to participate in activities or lack the time needed to participate due to
employment or family obligations. Further, the college admissions process, a complex genre
system, requires skill on the part of parents and students (Killgore “Merit” 472). Often, Latinx
college students come from homes with non-college-educated parents. Thus, they lack the stocks
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of knowledge about college attendance and lack the parental support since they too lack the
stocks of knowledge.
The bar of meritocracy in higher education is constantly shifting in an effort on the part
of universities to collect the best and the brightest students who will reward the university with
their academic success. To meet this ever-shifting bar, students engage in an effort to amass all
the capital necessary to meet university admissions requirements. Given the disparately fewer
resources that Latinx students receive in the K-12 pipeline, the disparately lower incomes,
housing opportunities, and employment opportunities that comprise the resources that Latinx
parents are able to provide, the notion of constructing university admissions as a standardized
meritocracy creates a regulatory racial project that enables the gatekeeping function of higher
education for Latinx students. As I will discuss in Chapter Four, Latinx students who enter
through the gates are confronted with myriad additional racializing genres.
Higher education is a powerful site of racial formation. There are significant implications
for the authorization that comes with earning a college degree, particularly from an elite
institution. Indeed, Omi and Winant confirmed that despite myriad forces working at crosspurposes within the state, part of the way that the state preserves unity is through concentrating
power “at the apex of the apparatus by key policy makers, and in legislative and judicial
agencies” (Racial 84). Throughout U.S. history, the preponderance of these key brokers have
been white males. My focus on the university as a site for transformational change has
everything to do with the authority that it confers.
In the chapter titled “The Great Transformation,” Omi and Winant analyzed some of the
significant struggles in the fight for Civil Rights in the U.S. in the 1950s and 1960s through the
lens of racial formation theory. They offered two insights that are critically important for the
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goals of my project and for the purpose of developing a theory of GRIs. First, Omi and Winant
concluded that many of the movements that they explored throughout the chapter were best
described as partial victories. They noted that their limited successes were due to organizers’
failures to understand the fact that race “is structured into the U.S. social fabric” (Racial 111).
Second, Omi and Winant identified the small battlegrounds like voting rights drives in the South
as “small but significant openings through which the existing racial state was susceptible to
challenge” and noted that the targets were often sites that revealed the “state’s internal racial
contradictions” (Racial 105).
A primary contradiction of the university is the extent to which it relies on the successes
of its students, yet the conditions that it creates results in consistently disparately outcomes for
Latinx students. In an effort to address this contradiction, I offer that genres, or habits, represent
the “small but significant openings”; the mundane opportunities to restructure the university
habitat by degrees. To that end, in the next section I explore the role of genres and Rhetorical
Genre Studies (RGS).

Rhetorical Genre Studies (RGS)
Since Carolyn Miller’s reformulation of genres as “typified rhetorical actions based on
recurrent situations” (“Genre” 159), descriptions of genres have abounded. Genres are
“recognizable, self-reinforcing forms of communication” (Bazerman, “Speech” 316); “ways of
organizing and defining kinds of social actions, social actions that genres rhetorically make
possible” (Bawarshi, “The Ecology” 71); embody attitude (Coe, “An Arousing” 183); are
“characterized by transformativity” (Schryer, “Records” 210); are in a “constant state of

25

construction (Schryer, “Genre and Power” 95); and simultaneously create situations and are
created by situations (Devitt, Writing 23).
The descriptions provided above correlate with the features of genres particularly
relevant to developing a theory of GRIs. To do so, first I will consider genres as social actions.
Second, I will consider genres as cultural artefacts and thus as inherently ideological. Finally, I
will consider genres’ stability and flexibility to change over time and within different contexts,
thus considering their contributions to structure.
Social actions and activity systems are particularly relevant for my purposes because my
goal is to re-racialize the racialized activity system, genre systems (Bazerman “Systems”), genre
sets (Devitt “Intertextuality”), and genres of the university through GRIs. Therefore, it will be
useful to begin by explaining the roles of genres in mediating and constructing activities and
identities.
Based on Miller’s reformulation of the definition of genres as “typified rhetorical actions
based on recurrent situation” (“Genre” 159), Bawarshi articulated the role of genres in
constituting social activities and social identities (“The Genre”) and as indicated above, he
referred to these as habits (“The Ecology”). As actors, we learn to respond to typical actions and
situations. Part of that knowing depends on received knowledge from previous experiences with
the same or similar situations, or recurrence. However, when we find ourselves in unfamiliar
circumstances, as Miller noted, we depend on our “stock of knowledge” and on our ability to
translate or transpose what we know from past experiences into new situations (“Genre” 156).
Further, we will tend to look for what is recognizable when we find ourselves in unfamiliar
circumstances. Genre knowledge helps us to recognize familiar, recurring situations within
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familiar habitats and we act in or respond to those situations in typified ways, which reproduces
the environment that enabled our actions (Bawarshi “The Genre”; Miller “Genre”).
While genres constitute activity and help to shape and enable our social actions
(Bawarshi, “The Genre” 340), actors enable genres. However, genres, through the actions,
activities, and identities that they enable, at times and in certain situations create a sense that they
function autonomously. Indeed, we can point to instances where agents created genres and
activity systems that they intended to continue into perpetuity. In cases like these, human agents
may actually surround activity systems with genre systems and genre sets that serve protective or
defensive functions. The seeming autonomy of genres provides cover for the ideologies that they
enable or enact. For this reason, when we consider actions, we must also consider exigence and
motive.
In introducing her reformulated definition of genres, Miller stated, “if genres represent
action, [they] must also involve situation and motive because human action, whether symbolic or
otherwise, is interpretable only against a context of situation and through the attributing of
motives (“Genre” 152). While we have briefly discussed actions and situations, we have yet to
discuss motives. Motive in the traditional sense means the reasons for doing a thing, which often
is hidden. Considering the motives that move actors to produce and reproduce genres is critical
for my work. Since genres often go unnoticed, the motives that spurred an actor(s) to produce
them are likely even less visible. Fortunately, genres are “cultural objects” (Bawarshi and Reiff
Genre 78) or artefacts, so they leave visible traces.
Genres are artefacts that bear culture and incorporate knowledge (Miller “Rhetorical”
69). As cultural artefacts, genres offer insights into how a “particular culture configures
situations and ways of acting” (Bawarshi and Reiff Genre 78). In other words, if we explore
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genres (habits) within their situated contexts (habitats), we will find the knowledges and ways of
being of the given culture. For my purposes, this involved conducting focus groups with Latinx
students at the university to examine the myriad genres that bore the imprints of the university’s
culture.
Since genres bear a culture’s knowledges, genres are also “inherently ideological; they
embody the unexamined or tacit way of performing some social action” (Schryer “The Lab”
108). Thus, in addition to containing culture and knowledge, genres contain ideologies, which
offer additional insights into the motives of their creators. Indeed, Schryer wrote that “a genre
choice indicates the nature of a writer’s [agent’s] own socialization” (“The Lab” 113). I extend
Schryer’s point beyond a single writer, resituate it within the habitat and at the level of the
university, and insert motive to assert that genre choices indicate the nature of an institution’s
motives in socializing and racializing students.
Institutions traffic in information. There are countless genres that bear the imprints of the
institutional culture, socialization, and racialization that the institution imparts on students. There
are myriad genre sets and genre systems that agents of the institution create, which the institution
hopes will become recognizable forms to their students. Agents of the university create genres
that hail or induce other agents to respond or react in predetermined ways to accomplish goals;
thus, institutional genres are inherently ideological (Paré 60). The questions become for whom
do institutional genres work? Moreover, do they work equitably for all?
Due to the institutionalized, normalized, and standardized nature of university genres,
beyond the genres that blatantly signal students that they are being hailed (e.g., a syllabus, a
genre that students expect to set expectations), often, students are unaware of the ideologies
embedded in genres and the work that genres do on them. For example, the intersection of race
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and ethnicity genres with Big Data/Predictive Analytics (BDPA) genres results in racial projects
at the university. Yet research participants had not considered that their current data would be
used to predict chances of success for future Latinx students at the university.
Schryer warned that genres typically represented the “ways that a dominant elite does
things” (“The Lab” 108). This has significant implications for Latinx students at a Predominantly
White University (PWU) since the university’s cultural artefacts most often reflect whiteness. As
subjects at the university, Latinx students are celebrated for the diversity that they bring
(typically at special diversity celebrations or on marketing materials), fetishized as other,
racialized as minorities, and subordinated as academic under-achievers. In addition to their
subject positions, Latinx students engage with the cultural artefacts of the university on a daily
basis. As I will discuss in Chapter Four, the Latinx research participants identified the dominance
of whiteness all around them at the university.
The dominance of particular genres are established through recurrence (Miller “Genres”)
and the recurrence of particular genres over time contribute to the stability and structure of the
given genres and the activity systems they constitute (Miller, “Rhetorical” 71). Miller followed
her analysis of recurrence in “Genre as Social Action” in “Rhetorical Community: The Cultural
Basis of Genre” and stated that reproduction was a stronger way to characterize recurrence.
Miller went on to write that “reproduction adds the action of participants; social actors create
recurrences in their actions by reproducing the structural aspects of institutions” (“Rhetorical”
71). Actors’ creation of recurrences institutionalize practices, the reproduction of which
reproduce institutions. And, institutions reproduce the conditions that give rise to actors and
genres. This reproduction or recursivity within the institution among actors, genres, and
structures creates a contingent stability. Despite the recognizability and reproducibility of
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structures, Miller asserted that actions retain their privilege stature over structure: “it is in action
that we create the knowledge and capability necessary to reproduce structure” (Miller,
“Rhetorical” 72).
In both instances cited above, Miller introduces agents. In the first instance, Miller
explicitly signaled the role of actors and in the second instance, Miller privileged actions over
structure so, implicitly, she signaled the role of actors. This is significant because the
participation of actors is also the opportunity for flexibility in genres. While genres lend
themselves to stability and structure through recurrence and reproduction over time, genres are
dynamic (Bawarshi and Reiff Genre 79) and they are only “stabilized-enough sites of social and
ideological action” (Schryer “Records” 200). Thus, they remain open (Miller “Genres”) to the
actions of the agents that produce and reproduce them.
As part of discussing the fluidity of genres, which, as suggested above, depends on
actors, I want to be sure to describe the difficulties associated with generic change. Let us recall
that genres incorporate motives, ideologies, actions, histories, and identities, all which are things
that actors tend to hold dear and often keep hidden. Further, dominant genres frequently
represent the ways things have always been done and they function invisibly; thus, they create
inertia. Actors who do not notice or choose to ignore the ideological work, actions, and structures
that genres reproduce tend to see genres as innocent. When social justice minded agents, who see
the reproductive ideological work that actors enact through genres, attempt to change
longstanding, dominant genres, they face a backlash and often are painted as radicals who are
needlessly assaulting some venerated feature or aspect of American culture or institution.
There are also degrees of intentionality embedded in genres. In some instances, genres
are intentionally ill willed with bias or malice baked in, while in other cases, genres are explicitly
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social justice minded as in the case of Civil Rights legislation. Rather than focus on the
intentions of actors, it is more fruitful to focus on the outcomes that genres, genre sets, genres
systems, and activity systems produce. Given the location of my study at a university, outcomes
are artefacts that are readily available and point to the culture and knowledges of the university.
Systems and institutions, which often appear to function autonomously, objectively, and
naturally, are in fact activity systems comprised of genre systems and genre sets that work in
concert to accomplish the ideological goals of the agents who created them within particular
habitats. Since genres depend on recurrence, genres contribute to habituation and naturalization
as common sense. As Segal puts it, the problem of genrelization is generalization. The standard
responses that genres evoke are standardized so their tendency will be towards inertia. Yet the
stabilized-for-now feature of genres (Schryer) opens them up and renders them infinitely
responsive to the agents that produce, maintain, and reproduce them. Genres are naturalized as
common sense, as the habits or actions we do, often mindlessly, but they remain always already
susceptible to disruption.

Generic-Racial Interactions
Rhetorical Genres Studies (RGS) and Racial Formation Theory (RFT) have distinct
theoretical commitments and goals. While they are discrete fields of study, I combine them here
to propose a theory of Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs) and assert that this novel theoretical
approach has the potential to yield transformational change at the institutional level where other
theories and practices have failed. For example, in the field of Critical Race Theory, scholars like
Bell, Crenshaw, Delgado, Matsuda, and Stefancic have illustrated the disparities in the U.S. legal
system for people of color. Similarly, Critical Race Theory scholars in education like Ladson-
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Billings and Tate have convincingly showed the racialization of the U.S. education system that
disproportionately and negatively affects students of color. Finally, Critical Pedagogy scholars
like Freire, Giroux, and Kincheloe have critically interrogated the oppressive role of education in
various settings and advocated for liberatory educational practices. Despite the volumes of
knowledge and evidence that these scholars have produced on these topics, their labors have not
resulted in appreciable changes.
The bones of my theory of Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs) are as follows. We know
from Omi and Winant that racial formation processes occur through a link between structures
and representations and that racial projects “do the ideological ‘work’ of creating those links”
(Racial 56). I contend that genres are the “work” that links the ideologies with social actions.
The GRIs that I explore below exist in the habitat of the university where particular
genres are implicated in consistently disparate, racialized outcomes for Latinx students. Within
this habitat, genres and race are bounded, overlapping, codependent, and co-constructive. The
relationships between genres and race are asymmetric and dynamic across multiple registers and
scales. This is to say that like genres and race, GRIs vary in the strength of their interactions,
vary across contexts, and perhaps most importantly, remain open to change.
As I develop a theory of GRIs, I draw from examples within the activity system of the
university ranging from concrete examples like the admissions genre set to abstract examples
like the hegemonic whiteness of the institution. Further, I assert that like genres and racial
projects, GRIs operate at all levels and in scales large and small. In developing a theory of
generic-racial interactions, I will point to the following features of genres and race: duality of
structures, accrual of history, fluid stability, and invisibility. The ongoing process of beingwhile-becoming, or duality of structures, is the first feature of GRIs.
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Duality of Structures
Genres and race are co-constitutive in myriad ways, across various levels, and on
multiple registers. In very broad terms, “genres function as structured structures that structure”
(Schryer, “Genre” 95) and while we may broadly understand Schryer’s meaning, before fully
articulating the duality of structures in generic-racial interactions, it is important to consider the
term structure.
Giddens, whom Miller followed in reframing the character of genres as social action
(“Genre”), defined duality of structure as “both the medium and the outcome of the practices
which constitute social systems” (27). Sewell reformulated Gidden’s duality of structure concept
by highlighting three problems with the term “structure” in Giddens’ formulation. First, Sewell
charged that the term “structure” appears in social scientific discourse as if devoid of human
agency; it reduces agents to “cleverly programmed automatons.” Second, Sewell suggested that
it makes the prospect of change difficult since the term “structure” implies stability. Finally,
Sewell claimed that “structure” and “culture” are often constructed in sociology as opposites,
with “structure” denoting “hard” and “material” while “culture” is regarded as “soft” and
“mental”; this construction grants primacy to structure (2). To restate or translate Sewell into my
contexts, first, structures, genres, and race are not autonomous; they do the work that they were
created to do. Related to the second problem, my project depends on the ability to make the
prospect of structural change feasible. Thus, like Sewell, I seek a departure from a notion of
structure marked by perpetual stability. Finally, restoring culture as an equal partner to structure
is a key move given the importance of culture to genres. As part of his reformulation of structure,
Sewell concluded:
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Structure is dynamic, not static; it is the continually evolving outcome and matrix of a
process of social interaction. Even the more or less perfect reproduction of structures is a
profoundly temporal process that requires resourceful and innovative human conduct. But
the same resourceful agency that sustains the reproduction of structures also makes
possible their transformation-by means of transpositions of schemas and remobilizations
of resources that make the new structures recognizable as transformations of the old. (27)
Sewell’s continually evolving matrix of social interactions sounds as structured yet contingent as
Omi and Winant’s “vast web of racial projects.” Both constructions order activity; they give
shape and meaning to racialized practices and processes that racialize institutions and
individuals. The synergy between these organizing principles, an evolving matrix of racial
projects, comprises GRIs, amplifies their effects, and contributes to racial formations. Due to
their duality of structure, GRIs are both the product and the conditions that produce GRIs; they
are structuring and structures.
As noted above, the duality of structure of the institution creates a strong reproductive
drive to recreate the conditions of production. The embeddedness of race in the genres that
constitute GRIs coupled with the drive for reproduction within an institution that was always
already predominantly white results in the reproduction of whiteness and white hegemony
(Hughey) at the institution. As noted previously in reference to genres, the reproduction of GRIs
is not an autonomous process. Agents variously enable, constrain, or ignore the reproduction.
Of course, the actions or non-actions of agents depend on the knowledges and
conventions received from dominant GRIs at the institution and on the benefits accrued for the
given agents. Bawarshi, following Giddens, asserted, “human agents reproduce the very social
structures that subsequently make their actions necessary, possible, recognizable, and
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meaningful” (“The Ecology” 75). Similarly, Schryer asserted that structure and agency are “in a
state of constant co-construction” (“Investigating” 40). The dynamic recursivity created through
the duality of structure of GRIs results in networks and infrastructures that are shaped by and
give shape to the media and the outcomes that constitute the social system of the university. A
strong reproductive bias is built into structures (Sewell 16) so the duality of structure or the
tendency to reproduce the methods of production must be critically examined, particularly when
they consistently reproduce disparate, racialized outcomes.
Accrual of history
As Jamieson articulated, the past abides as a living presence through the “chromosomal
imprint of ancestral genres” (“Antecedent” 406). Over time, the living presence of ancestral
genres come to be seen as common knowledge and common sense. Through the lens of GRIs,
they are the generic-racial sorts of things that everyone knows and expects, and they condition
meaning (Omi and Winant Racial 59). Their strength is based in their history, or their recurrence
over time; they come to represent the ways that things are done simply by being the way that
things have been done. Further, antecedent genres impose powerful rhetorical constraints
(“Antecedent” 407). Thus, ancestral genres not only bring the past to the present, they also
enable or constrain possibilities for the future.
At the university, standardized tests are GRIs that condition meaning and accrue history.
SAT and ACT tests have been constructed as predictive of a student’s ability to succeed in
higher education. Thus, universities require students to take these tests in order to assess their
readiness and aptitude to be admitted. High school students in the U.S. respond to this
admissions exigence by taking the tests. Over time, it became common sense in the U.S. that
students who aspire to attend the university will take one or both of these tests at least once. If
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they do well enough, they will be admissible to the university and have a good likelihood of
success, or at least so say their test scores. Thus, these tests condition meanings related to
admissibility and anticipated success at the university.
In order to address the historicity of GRIs, I offer the roots of standardized testing in the
U.S. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, aptitude and IQ tests in the U.S. were
informed by the prevailing ideology of that time, eugenics, which constructed non-whites as
genetically inferior to whites (Leonardo “The Color” 147). By the first quarter of the twentieth
century, aptitude tests were treated as technologies that would help society to filter out the
“feeble-minded” and identify the “good men” (Gallagher “Reconciling” 87). The testing
technology was incorporated by the U.S. army and by the end of the World War I, the U.S.
military had legitimized standardized testing as a means to gauge individuals’ aptitudes (Hanson
212). By 1926 the first Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT), modeled after aptitude and IQ tests,
were administered in the U.S. (Alocer “History”). Over the intervening almost 100 years,
universities in the U.S. have succumbed to generic inertia; they continued to use the ready
solution to answer the ongoing, familiar question (Bazerman “Systems” 82) of the basis on
which to admit students to the university. Thus, they continued to use the tools they always used.
The originally overt mission to offer higher education to only elite white students, a practice
officially ended around 1875 (Alocer “History”), has covertly continued through the
normalization of the necessity of standardized test genres that continue to serve a racialized gatekeeping function.
As Omi and Winant asserted, “ideological beliefs have structural consequences, and
social structures give rise to beliefs” (Racial 74). GRIs are the vehicles or conduits that translate
racialized ideology into racialized genres and structures, and vice versa. The century-old
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ideological belief in the mental inferiority of non-whites and the mental superiority of whites is
imprinted in the standardized test genre. Though the GRIs of standardized tests and university
admissions are constructed as neutral markers of college readiness that contribute to the
construction of higher education as a meritocracy, the disparate admissions outcomes along
racialized lines tell a different story.
GRIs, through historical accrual, are littered with the biases, racisms, and ideologies of
the past. As Omi and Winant note, “the legacy of the past, the vast waste of structural racism,
accumulated over the centuries, continues to weigh us down” (“Racial” 308). The duality of
structure, with its bias towards inertia, plus the accrual of racialized histories set the contexts for
the predisposition towards a state of historically freighted and racialized stasis, enabled the
recurrent and reproduction of GRIs. However, the next characteristic of GRIs, fluid stability,
begins to suggest why I argue that critically examining GRIs is an important first step in
leveraging them for transformative purposes.
Fluid stability
On the topic of inertia, as I have already noted, unless acted upon, genres continue to
recreate the conditions that created them. From the perspective of race, there is a vested interest
on the part of whites in the U.S. to maintain the existing racial order (Leonardo Race 66-67).
Thus, the confluence of genres and race, GRIs, will have a strong tendency to maintain and
reproduce the existing status quo, which I will refer to here as stability. However, I argue that the
seeming stability or inertia of GRIs are due to the volition of agents, who have the ability to
inject fluidity, and that genres and race as the building blocks of GRIs were always already
dependent on agents.
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The level of complicity associated with the creation and maintenance of racialized genres
varies. Some genres are created to intentionally result in power grabs (think gerrymandered
districts in North Carolina and Maryland) while others are intentionally left relatively unchanged
to accrue power (think the racial category of “white,” originally created in 1790 in the U.S.).
Once designed and enacted, genres will continue to do the work they were created to do until
they are retired, revised, or overhauled. The reproduction of interactions that genres enable are
what at times and in particular contexts make genres seem autonomous.
The appearance of stability of generic and racial conventions depend on repetition over
time or recurrence. For example, the official race and ethnicity categories currently used to
classify/racialize bodies in the U.S. have remained relatively stable over the past 40 years despite
significant demographic shifts in the U.S. The relative stability of the race and ethnicity genres
belie the fact that race is an unstable complex under constant transformation due to political
struggle (Omi and Winant Racial 55). The stabilized-for-now quality that race and ethnicity
categories lend to racial formations belie the real racial and ethnic variations in the U.S. that are
far more fluid and numerous than the officially sanctioned race and ethnicity categories suggest.
While the substance of this example illustrates the stability and constraints that the race
and ethnicity genres impose, genres retain their fluid nature since they remain open for change
by agents. All that is needed are “enough people or even a few people who are powerful enough
to act in innovative ways, their actions may have the consequence of transforming the very
structures that gave them the capacity to act” (Sewell 4). Indeed, Latinxs in the U.S., who are not
powerful but are numerous enough, have confounded census officials. Census race and ethnicity
categories fail to capture Latinxs’ complex racial and ethnic identities. Understanding the GRI
between Latinxs and the race and ethnicity categories officially provided in the U.S. would
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enable the production of categories that would both align with a greater majority of Latinx
identities and provide census officials the means to accurately count by race.
Genres and race exist before their users (Schryer, “The Lab” 108). Genres condition us to
respond in typified ways to recurring situations (Miller, “Genre” 159). Similarly, the socially
constructed concept of race preconditions meanings to the extent that we experience dissonance
when we encounter another person who does not fit neatly into the racial classification scheme
we have come to expect (Omi and Winant Racial 59). Therefore, we enter into GRIs always
already conditioned to respond in familiar ways to familiar circumstances. The roles agents play
in acting with or against the stability of given structures cannot be overstated. GRIs are all
around us at the university and unless we make a habit of interrogating the familiar, comfortable,
daily GRIs, we will not uncover racialized genres and we will remain unable to disrupt their
stability. Failure to do so will result in knowingly or unknowingly contributing to maintaining
the stability of the racialized structure.
I have discussed how and why to question stability; now it is time to make a case for
fluidity. We know from Omi and Winant that we are in a constant process of racial formation in
the U.S.: a “sociohistorical process by which racial categories are created, inhabited,
transformed, and destroyed” and that race is “constantly transformed by political struggle”
(Racial 55). Taking the fluidity that these statements suggest along with the centrality and
importance of race in the U.S. social structure, we must intentionally build fluidity into our
structures. This would improve institutional ability to pivot, change, and keep pace with our
changing student demographics.
As Schryer noted, genres are “stabilized-for-now” (“Records” 200), which represents a
temporal contingency that could end in the next moment or extend for millennia. GRIs can be
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dynamic and constantly remade to respond to changing exigencies, or static and constantly
responsive to the status quo. GRIs offer that level of fluid stability. One final but critical note
about GRIs is their tendency to function invisibly.
Invisibility
While there are countless racial projects at work within higher education, I will highlight
two racial projects, and their attendant RGIs, that both involve racial erasures: one involves
whiteness and the other involves color blindness. These erasures involve different groups but
both racial projects benefit a single group, whites. As I will show, erasures in each of these cases
depend on the differential treatment of individuals and groups within each of the projects.
Whiteness is the substance of myriad genres at the university, from standards and
pedagogies to practices and processes. In higher education these appear, mostly to whites, as
aracial, natural, and normal. Whites tend not to notice whiteness because the privilege of their
whiteness has been a benefit that they have carried throughout their lives; so, for them, their
privilege is normal. Due to the accrual of benefits, whites do not see a reason to interrogate their
privilege and risk having to give up associated benefits. The erasure of whiteness enables whites
to obliviate the dissonance that Latinxs feel when they encounter whiteness. Further, it allows for
a move in which whites paint non-whites as “always playing the race card” while they paint
themselves as innocents, claiming that there is no there, there due to their unacknowledged
whiteness.
This main move of whiteness is possible, in part, through whites’ focus on the individual.
For whiteness, the focus on individuality works in affirmative and negative directions. In the
affirmative, the concept of individual merit is a hallmark of whiteness: whites succeed through
individual hard work and Latinxs do not succeed because they did not try harder, the old
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“bootstraps mentality” (Villanueva). In the negative direction, most whites are resistant to
acknowledging systemic or institutional racisms as the cause for the success(es) of white people
or the failure(s) of Latinx people. Rather, they blame a few bad (white) apples for racism.
Leonardo captured this phenomenon quite succinctly:
When it comes to official history, there is no paucity of representation of whites as its
creator. From civil society, to science, to art, whites represent the subject for what
Matthew Arnold once called the best that a culture has produced . . . However, when it
concerns domination, whites suddenly disappear, as if history were purely a positive
sense of contribution. Their previous omnipresence become a position of nowhere, a
certain politics of undetectability. (Race 149)
According to Leonardo, whites are responsible for all genres in recorded history that have
been a benefit to society and none of the genres that resulted from colonization, exploitation,
marginalization, or oppression. GRIs at the university contribute to the politics of
undetectability. The dominant pedagogies, practices, policies, histories, narratives, clubs,
methods, technologies, data systems, etc., the genres that comprise the activity system, must be
acknowledged for the ways that they contain and perpetuate whiteness. Since GRIs contributed
to the creation of the politics, GRIs are well positioned to shift the politics.
In contrast to whites’ experiences with the ghost of whiteness that never reveals himself,
Latinx research participants saw whiteness everywhere at the university. While many whites
suffer from a self-imposed white blindness and fail to see their own privilege, whites in recent
decades have imposed a color-blind racial regime on non-whites.
Omi and Winant asserted that whites tended to think that the opposite of color
consciousness is color blindness but suggest that this ideology amounts to a denial of race
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(“Once Again” 1570). Proponents of the racial ideology of color blindness purport not to take
race into account; however, “the state needs race to rule”; so it “is a failed attempt to construct a
new racial hegemony” (Omi and Winant, “Racial” 323). Adoption of color-blind ideology allows
good, white agents to assume postures of neutrality rooted in fairness and equity. In reality, most
white agents are blind to their own white privilege and they fail to see their own active roles in
daily reproducing whiteness, white privilege (Leonardo Race 139), and in skewing the racialized
reality in the U.S. for non-white agents. As Bonilla-Silva and Forman noted, “[W]hites either do
not understand or do not believe the institutional, subtle, and apparently non-racial character of
the American racial structure” (“I am not” 68). Often, it is in the subtle, daily racialized generic
exchanges and interactions, or microaggressions, that the racialized character of students and
institutional agents are revealed (Yosso et al.)
Color blind ideology exists at the systemic and institutional levels. The U.S. education
system is color blind in theory but not in fact (Carnevale and Strohl 40). Claims to color
blindness in higher education are easily refuted: first, by the fact that state counts by race and
second, through the consistently disparate outcomes along racialized lines. The doctrine of color
blindness assumes that people can see themselves and others as non-raced. The genres and
racialized meanings that we have received over centuries in the U.S. challenge this notion. The
fact that institutions adopt this stance reveals the extent to which generic-racial interactions
function invisibly.
Coe asserted that genres “embody attitudes. Since these attitudes are built into generic
structures, they are “sometimes danced without conscious awareness or intent on the part of the
individual using the genre” (“An Arousing” 183). Insert race into Coe’s formulation and things
become far more complicated since genres are a topic that people are unaware of and race is a
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topic that people are aware of but actively avoid. Dancing without conscious racial awareness is
precisely what I am attempting to interrupt through awareness of GRIs.
Hooks considered that the reluctance to openly discuss race in classrooms was based on a
fear that emotions would not be contained (Teaching 39). Yet race, whiteness, is always already
openly discussed and encountered through myriad genres of the university and non-white
students have had to contain their emotions and participate in the system. When attempts are
made to shift the dominant white paradigm and decenter whiteness, those attempts evoke white
angst and result in charges of reverse discrimination. Despite the fact that we fail to recognize
the whiteness embedded in our systems, our collective lack of acknowledgement does not make
our systems and institutions any less racialized. We suffer from a collective white blindness that
only sees and assigns multiculturalism and diversity to artefacts, traditions, experiences, and
knowledges associated with non-white people. In an ultimate racial vanishing act, whiteness is
both the original normalized standard against which all others are non-white yet whiteness is also
outside of race, removed from any meaningful consideration when it comes to discussions of
race. Instead, race is constructed as the problem of agents who have race.
With relation to invisibility, GRIs are in a double bind since one constituent component,
genres, tend to function invisibly and the other constituent, race, does not want to be discussed. I
argue that GRIs’ weakness is the source of their strength. GRIs’ ability to function invisibly has
served whiteness for centuries. I advocate a move that re-racializes GRIs with the intention of remaking a more democratic, inclusive, race-aware, and social-justice minded habitat.
In closing, I argue that leveraging GRIs at a university is the right tool, at the appropriate
level to enact transformational change. Dryer noted that “if genre conventions organize social
relations among students, administrators, and faculty, changes in such conventions can be signals
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of, and possibly provocations for, changes in social relations” (“Persistence” 34). I extend this
notion to GRIs and claim that racialized genre conventions organize racialized social relations at
the university and that changes to RGIs will provoke meaningful changes in those relations.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
In the first two chapters of my dissertation, I showed how genres, in general, contribute to
structuring institutions. Specifically, I showed how the two genres of interest, race and ethnicity
categories and Big Data/Predictive Analytics (BDPA), intersect and contribute to the
racialization of Latinxs in higher education. As I considered the methodological options
available for conducting my research, I wanted to ensure that my methods reflected the pursuit of
social justice, which is a goal of my research. I have already illustrated that the race and ethnicity
genres are socially constructed, and outlined the roles that the race and ethnicity as well as
BDPA genres play in racialization at the university. However, there are myriad additional genres
at the university that play a role in racialization. Among those genres are research methods and
methodologies. Gillborn et al. remind us that methods are also socially constructed (163).
Therefore, in this section, I extend some of the arguments made about the racialization of Latinx
students into the realm of knowledge and theory production via methods and methodologies.
As mentioned previously, among U.S. institutions, institutions of higher education hold a
special place as the premiere institutions that produce agents that reproduce the system. Part of
creating and authorizing the right types of producers is through the practice of conducting
research and contributing to knowledge production. Those of us in positions to conduct research
are privileged and have a central role in addressing power relations (Cannella “Qualitative”).
The turn in education towards high stakes testing and policies driven by evidence-based
results have changed the complexion and direction of education in the U.S. At the institutional
and systemic levels of higher education, only that which can be quantified, generalized, and
scaled is taken into account. Just as standardized tests were imposed on teachers and schools,
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standardized research methods are imposed on education researchers (Ryan and Hood 89). This
creates a centrifugal, inertic force with a constant drive to create standards in order to enforce
standards. Unfortunately, this approach and these methods are out of step with our increasingly
diverse student population in the U.S. While standards will likely remain at the core of
educational practice, in diverse contexts like education settings, diverse epistemologies and
methodologies are required in order for policies and practices to be responsive to diverse needs
(Lincoln and Cannella 7).
I was driven by what I suspected were the diverse, unmet needs of Latinx students at the
university. To make this research as effective as possible, I sought to maintain methodological
consistency by aligning my worldview, research questions, methods, and methodologies, which
included matching my research questions to my methods. My research questions along with the
associated methods were:
(1) What are Latinx research participants’ perceptions of genres at the university,
specifically the genres of race and ethnicity categories? (Qualitative question)
(2) In what ways does the university racialize students? (Quantitative question)
(3) What do the quantitative data used by the university in BDPA projects leave out in
terms of Latinx students’ identities? (Mixed-methods question)
In “Culture, Rigor, and Science in Educational Research,” Erickson and Gutierrez
responded to the National Research Council’s (NRC) report (2002) to “define the scientific in
education” (21) and offered some corrections. Erickson and Gutierrez argued that prior to asking
the question “Did it work?” researchers must first answer, “What is ‘it’?”, which is a question
that qualitative research is well–positioned to answer. Erickson and Gutierrez also asserted the
extent to which context matters. They describe education environments as:
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Locally constructed social ways of life involving continual monitoring and mutual
adjustments among persons, not relatively replicable entities like chemical compounds or
surgical procedures or hybrid seed corn or manufactured airplane wings. High fidelity
implementation is rare in education – for reasons of local exigency- and despite the
accountability pressures and the wishes of experimenters to avoid this major threat to
internal validity, there are real-world limits on how “faithful” the implementation will be
of even the most structured of instructional programs. (21)
Like Erickson and Gutierrez, I sought to find the “it” in this exploratory study, while
acknowledging the local exigencies of Latinx research participants, who were quite distinct from
hybrid seed corn and airplane wings. Using a concurrent mixed methods approach dominated by
qualitative methods (QUAL+quan+quan) and framed by RGS and RFT, I designed a study to
explore the role of genres in racializing Latinx research participants at a particular university and
to uncover what, if anything, the big data failed to capture about Latinx research participants.
Given that generic-racial interactions are the core of my research study, a brief discussion is
warranted concerning the use of race and ethnicity genres as variables in research.

Race and Research
The treatment of race in research is problematic (Bonilla-Silva; Bonilla-Silva and
Baoicchi; Garcia and Mayorga; Zuberi). Researchers often structure their analyses and report
results in ways that reproduce existing racialized meanings (Bonilla-Silva and Baiocchi 125).
And Bonilla-Silva asserted that objectivity is questioned when researchers are black and brown
but the same sorts of questions do not come up for whites (“The Invisible” 185). Not
surprisingly, racialization patterns applied to bodies are applied to data, information, knowledge
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production and the scientific method (Goar 154). Thus, methods and the data they produce also
contribute to the racialization of Latinx students in higher education. Three particular treatments
of race in research are briefly discussed here. They are categorized as follows: avoidance of
racism, failure to problematize secondary data sources, and the treatment of race as an essential
category and independent variable.
Avoidance
Often, researchers of race conduct research to highlight disparities across racial groups
yet they appear to avoid actually naming systemic racism as at least one of the root causes.
Harper, in his review of how scholars treated race in 225 scholarly articles, found that only 16 of
the 225 articles mentioned racism as a reason for the disparate racialized outcomes highlighted in
the research articles (“Race” 10). Harper’s research echoed the central thesis of Bonilla-Silva and
Baiocchi’s “Anything but Racism,” which showed the extent to which sociologists avoid naming
racism and institutionalized racisms in favor of “softer” code words. The avoidance of naming
systemic racism in research reflects the treatment that race and racism often get in practice
within institutions: namely, avoidance. While there are theoretical consequences to avoiding
naming racism, there are also practical consequences. Avoidance of accountability for systemic
and institutional racism at the macro- and meso-levels has at least two effects: (1) the lack of
accountability at the systemic and institutional levels maintains the racialized status quo; and (2)
the system and institutions shift accountability for disparate, racialized outcomes to the group
and individual levels.
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Failure to Problematize Secondary Data
In their study of The Freshman Survey (TFS), a survey administered since 1965 to over
15 million students in over 1,900 U.S. institutions, Garcia and Mayorga found that the conflation
of race and ethnicity categories for Latinx students in higher education calls for the interrogation
of secondary data sources as inherently racial projects. Specifically, Garcia and Mayorga caution
that secondary sources are not “neutral or objective tools” (249) and that it is the “small,
‘normal’ compromising decisions where white supremacy is reproduced and comes to bear
through research outcomes” (246) when left critically unexamined. Of particular significance for
my purposes, Garcia and Mayorga traced the Latinx race and ethnicity categories that were
available on the TFS from 1965-2014. Not surprisingly, the researchers concluded that the given
Latinx race and ethnicity categories limited, dismissed, and constrained the multitude of possible
Latinx identities (243). Insights from Garcia and Mayorga’s study are relevant for my purposes
in two ways. First, what they call the “small, normal compromising decisions” that reproduce
white supremacy, I call genres. Second, their work provides a precedent in the realm of
education for the constraints that the available race and ethnicity categories place on Latinx
students.
Treatment of Race as an Essential Category and Independent Variable
Garcia, López, and Vélez argue that in The Philadelphia Negro, W.E.B. Dubois took the
first steps towards deracializing statistics (152). Subsequently, in Thicker than Blood: How
Racial Statistics Lie, Tukufu Zuberi established connections between the socially constructed
concept of race and the inception of social statistics. Zuberi described the use of racialized data
and the significant ways that research results are misinterpreted, misreported, and maintain a
racialized hierarchy. Following Zuberi’s work in Thicker than Blood, Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva,
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in White Logic, White Methods: Racism and Methodology, showed how the racialized use of
statistics affirmed and reproduced white logic and white methods. Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva
defined white logic as
a context in which White supremacy has defined the techniques and processes of
reasoning about social facts. White logic assumes a historical posture that grants eternal
objectivity to the views of elite Whites and condemns the views of non-Whites to
perpetual subjectivity; it is the anchor of the Western imagination, which grants centrality
to the knowledge, history, science, and culture of elite White men and classifies “others”
as people without knowledge, history, or science, as people with folklore but not culture.
(17)
Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva go on to define white methods as “the practical tools used to
manufacture empirical data and analysis to support the racial stratification of society” (18).
James followed Zuberi in problematizing the use of race, a socially constructed concept, as a
fixed, essential characteristic (32). Multiple scholars have followed Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva’s
efforts to deracialize numbers and the field of QuantCrit has taken shape. While QuantCrit is not
a focal point of my project, there is significant crossover as it has its roots in Critical Race
Theory (CRT) and LatCrit, and is focused on revealing that numbers, like race, have no inherent
meanings aside from those ascribed by the politics and ideologies that produce them (Gillborn et
al. 169). QuantCrit scholars have shown that though numbers and statistics are often treated as
though they “speak for themselves” (Covarrubias and Vélez 278) they can encode racialized
biases and assumptions (Gillborn, “The Colour” 254) and are “frequently mobilized to obfuscate,
camouflage, and even further legitimate racist inequities” (Gillborn et al., “QuantCrit” 160).
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While there are certainly quantitative researchers, statisticians, administrators, colleges
and universities that take great care to critically examine the biases and racialized assumptions
built in to their data, there are many who do not. My research highlights the data that are left out
when there is an over- or singular reliance on quantitative and secondary data in big data
projects. Given the history and the ways that race and ethnicity data were deployed as described
in Chapter One and Chapter Two, we must critically engage the point at which the race and
ethnicity genres intersect with BDPA genres in higher education.

Guiding Worldview
Scholars use different terms to describe a researcher’s general approach to a research
question or project. Creswell used the term “worldview” and defined it as “a general
philosophical orientation about the world and the nature of research that a researcher brings to a
study” (Research 6). Denzin and Lincoln defined a “paradigm” as a set of beliefs that guide
action and Creamer adds the dimension of broad acceptance by whole communities related to the
concept of paradigms (44). Similarly, Guba and Lincoln define paradigms as the most complete
and sophisticated views that adherents have devised (108). Others use the term “perspective” in
place of “worldview” or “paradigm,” while other scholars like Mertens and Creamer use these
terms interchangeably. Kuhn is notably associated with use of the term “paradigm” and its
relationship to what he dubbed “normal science” (2012). It is the association of the term
“paradigm” with normal, hard science and all of its attendant concepts like generalizability and
validity that align it with dominant, majoritarian scientific narratives and therefore make it ill
suited for my purposes. In contrast to the top-down, imposed, objective sense created by the term
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“paradigm,” “worldview” suggests a perspective from a subjective, contextualized, situated
viewer; therefore, “worldview” is a better match for my purposes.
The transformative worldview most closely aligned with my commitments and guided
my actions throughout the research process. The transformative worldview is intertwined with a
political change agenda; thus, researchers in this tradition seek change and reform for
participants and institutions (Creswell 9). This is accomplished through the prioritization of
social justice causes; therefore, there is an exigence to consider historical, economic, and
sociopolitical variables (Mertens “Philosophy” 12-13). Further, the transformative worldview is
committed to “nonhierarchical methods” that center questions of power and privilege in inquiry
(Creamer 48-49). Finally, within the transformative worldview, it is important to report results
within the social and historical contexts and pay particular attention to “issues of power,
privilege, and voice” (Shannon-Baker 328).
Voice is an issue often raised by scholars who advocate for the transformative worldview.
For example, Creswell indicates that transformative research addresses inequality, focuses on the
needs of marginalized groups, “provides a voice” for participants, seeks reforms intent on
changing the lives of participants and institutions, and advances an agenda for change intent on
improving the lives of participants in an attempt to redress power inequities (9-10). Similarly,
Mertens notes that the transformative approach emerged as historically marginalized voices
sought to “bring their voices into the world of research” (“Philosophy” 10). A broad goal of this
social justice research is to take steps to transform outcomes for Latinx students at a particular
university. This can only be accomplished by raising the voices of Latinx students at the
university.
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While the goal of this project is to positively affect the outcomes of Latinx students at a
particular university, there are broader implications at stake related to researchers’ constructions
of knowledge using other peoples’ knowledges. In that regard, Chilisa calls for a worldview that
“challenges the positivist view of knowledge as absolute, the researcher as the sole objective
constructor of knowledge and the researched as a passive object” (680). In Chilisa’s formulation,
giving voice to research participants has the potential to shift what counts as truth and repositions
who is authorized to make truth claims.

Approach
The three approaches to research (quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods) were
relevant to the design, analysis, and results of my study. Since part of the purpose of my study
was to explore what the quantitative methods left out when used as the singular data source, I
blended the qualitative and quantitative approaches together in one section to highlight the
strengths, weaknesses, and tensions between these methods. In the mixed methods section, I
highlighted the value added when the strengths of both approaches are leveraged and data gaps
are resolved through combining methods.

Quantitative and Qualitative Methods
Given the centrality of the relationship between researchers and community members in
qualitative research, inclusion of a qualitative dimension in research is critical in the
transformative paradigm (Mertens Transformative). The qualitative portion of my research
project was critical in understanding the perspectives of Latinx research participants. Qualitative
research seeks to understand the meanings that individuals or groups ascribe to an issue or
problem. In qualitative research, data collection is typically a collaborative endeavor between the
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researcher(s) and participant(s), and particulars build to general themes through an inductive
process (Creswell 4). Qualitative data are useful for discovering emic views (Guba and Lincoln
106), which highlights the privileged status of research participants’ perceptions, knowledges,
and experiences in qualitative research. Qualitative researchers also value the local contexts of
research participants and typically qualitative researchers seek to collect data in the participants’
settings.
Lather calls for researchers to practice research that takes into account the “complexity
and messiness of practice-in-context” (“Foucauldian” 789). Erickson and Gutierrez echo
Lather’s sentiment quite colorfully, and situate it within the field of education, asserting that
“positive educational change is accomplished locally and it is more like walking through a
swamp, testing the ground with each step, than it is like driving on a superhighway or even like
building one” (23). Erickson and Gutierrez highlight a central tension between qualitative and
quantitative methods related to the territories covered. Qualitative methods researchers insist on
taking the time to pick through swamps (grounds) that historically have been avoided and
dubbed unpassable, uninhabitable, and dangerous. Race in the U.S. has historically been a topic
considered too contentious to discuss. In contrast to the often-uncharted territory that qualitative
researchers explore using varied methodologies, quantitative methods focus on generalizability,
prize expediency, efficiency, and standardization.
According to Creswell, quantitative methods test objective theories, examine
relationships between variables, rely heavily on statistical methods, and test theories deductively
4). Specifically, due to the ability to isolate and control the variables under study, experimental
methods offer a number of advantages, not the least of which are the ability to generalize results,
test causality, and replicate findings (Goar 155).
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Proponents of quantitative research methods advance the notion that evidence-based
policy “based on research that has been proven effective by randomized controlled experiments
replicated on a large scale” is the gold standard of research methods (Coalition for EvidenceBased Policy (2002) qtd. in Ryan and Hood, 2004 80). In recent decades, evidence-based policymaking has indeed been a driving force in the U.S. education system and resulted in what Lather
calls the “rage for accountability” (“Scientism” 2) exemplified by a sort of bullying that attempts
to “muscle through a ‘fantasized normal science’” (ibid. 14). Denzin documented how the
primary research entities within the field of education (SREE, NRC, and AERA) prized
quantitative methods and subordinated qualitative methods (“The Elephant”). Further evidence is
found through a quick review of the U.S. Department of Education’s What Works
Clearinghouse, which identifies what it calls “high-quality research” on the basis that the
programs, products, and practices highlighted therein are “evidence-based” (n.p.). Of course, the
word “evidence” in the term “evidence-based” actually suggests the particular sorts of
“evidence” that count as sufficiently scientifically rigorous, namely “evidence” developed
through use of the scientific method (Erickson and Gutierrez 22). However, my research results
exemplify the limits of what quantitative methods can produce. The data my research
participants provided during the focus groups was rich, descriptive evidence that the existing
quantitative methods currently used by the university cannot capture.
Denzin extended the notion that evidence (quantitative data) was privileged over
experience (qualitative) and asserted that there is a politics of evidence (“The Elephant”). In their
analysis, Cannella and Lincoln associated the hallmarks or tools of quantitative research,
validity, generalizability, and replicability, with the politics of evidence and the discourse of
evidence-based research: “[T]he discourse on evidence-based research creates an elite group who
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become so because of their willingness to accept and use the discourse – those who would
invoke validity, generalizability, replicability, and intervention are given the right to speak and
act” (“Deploying” 64 emphasis in the original). This elite group has historically been comprised
of white males in the U.S.
If Denzin, Cannella, and Lincoln are correct, what politics do these tools, methods, and
discourses of “evidence”-based research advance? These three features of quantitative research,
validity, generalizability, and replicability, are used to legitimate quantitative research as the
gold standard. Lather concedes, rather begrudgingly, that there is no field that cannot in some
way benefit from the methods of the natural sciences, but cautions that it is entirely different to
hold up the narrow idea of scientific method as the gold standard (“Scientism” 3).
However, qualitative researchers in education counter the utility of these hallmarks
(validity, generalizability, and replicability) and give priority to the research questions and
contexts. For example, qualitative methods scholars argue that a method praised for
generalizability cannot also be hailed for its treatment of particularities. Generalizability as a
concept strips situations of their contexts and local meanings. Similarly, while the drive for
replicability, established as a hallmark in the hard sciences, creates theoretical rigor, it also strips
situations of context, meaning and purpose, creates disunity between grand theories and local
contexts, and privileges general knowledge over individual cases (Guba and Lincoln 106).
Further, the concept of saturation “clearly encompasses the concept of replication” (Polit and
Beck 1454). Finally, there is the concept of validity – the notion that findings truly represent the
phenomenon that is under study and to be measured. Similar to the way that the term “evidence,”
when subsumed into a “normal science” formulation is reconceptualized as somehow requiring a
higher bar than what the term actually means, so too it is “validity.” As Creswell delicately
56

noted, “validity does not carry the same connotations in qualitative research as it does in
quantitative research” (201). Crewsell did not elaborate on the politics or ideologies of that point;
instead, he went on to describe validity in the qualitative sense. However, the implication is
clear: there is a sense of less valid validity in qualitative methods, which often turns on a reliance
on words instead of numbers.
In overly simplistic terms, quantitative methods are frequently associated with numbers.
This lends quantitative/scientific methods an aura that grants weight, credence, rigor, and
objectivity, which are less likely to be challenged due to the mathematical or statistical
conclusions that are drawn (Gillborn, “Colour” 272). This results in what Stewart calls a shroud
of mathematical objectivity (111). Indeed, the field of people authorized as competent to
understand and build upon the existing knowledge in a field, like math, statistics, or quantitative
methods, are typically the same people considered sufficiently competent and authorized to
challenge the existing status quo (Kuhn 165-67). Simply put, those who lack the authority and
expertise to challenge the numbers lack the expertise to challenge the conclusions.
Lincoln and Cannella concisely describe the full cycle outlined above. There is a
“methodological conservatism” that assumes a monoculture, employs language like “evidencebased” and “scientific,” and addresses the same issues from the same perspectives in order to
regulate methods. Further, proponents of methodological conservatism constrain activity, limit
who participates, determine who is authorized, and whose knowledges count. They effectively
police what types of research and which researchers are legitimate. The regulatory or
jurisdictional power that research methods exert over data and science ultimately result in policy
and legislation, which create “regimes of truth” and “web[s] of power” (7-8). This web of power
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actively works to produce, reproduce and maintain existing, dominant research paradigms and a
methodological status quo, which of course has broader implications.
Assigning characteristics like objective and scientific to quantitative methods suggests a
neutrality that belies the significant role that quantitative research methods play in reifying
existing power structures. Quantitative methods excel at standardizing data and the education
system is predicated on standards in significant ways. The issue for my purposes is that the
standards of U.S. higher education are racialized white standards. However, the meanings of
“standard” in education are, out of necessity, shifting. The demographics and identities of our
students are in a constant state of flux; the methods that we use to study students in a university
environment should be responsive to the fluidity. While quantitative methods are well positioned
to track the broader structures and barriers that racialized groups navigate, they are ill-suited to
identify and understand the mundane, day-to-day processes that result in race inequities
(Gillborn et al. 160). Though quantitative methods are frequently associated with numbers and
by extension truth, it is critical to remember that in higher education we are not teaching,
retaining, or graduating numbers; we are educating students. Students are the complex, unique
units of measure and variables of interest.
As research methods evolved, certainly there were opportunities for even footing between
these seemingly competing methods. Certainly, there were opportunities to consider that, due to
their different foci, strengths, weaknesses, commitments, and warrants, both were equally
valuable and simply different. Unfortunately, instead, qualitative research methods were
subjugated in the hierarchy of scientific research methods. Quantitative researchers and
organizations that advance quantitative methods actively advocate for quantitative methods as
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the gold standard. In my research, I found no equal but opposite over-arching claim of
superiority on the part of qualitative researchers.
The realities and the discourses surrounding research methods are another variation on
the theme of domination and are similarly constructed as a zero-sum game. The battle between
these research approaches is by no means a battle against two titans. Qualitative methods
researchers, much like the marginalized groups that they tend to collaborate with in their
research, are not in the practice of making overblown claims; our focus tends to be on righting
previous wrongs and on equity not superiority – no more, no less. Perhaps it is because
quantitative researchers and organizations that rely largely or exclusively on quantitative
methods tend to be allied with powerful interests whereas qualitative researchers tend to be allied
with marginalized populations. Regardless, the language used to describe these methods reflect
the power imbalances.
The chart (see Table 1) provided by David Gillborn juxtaposes the dominant discourses
regarding quantitative and qualitative research methods.
Table 1
From David Gillborn’s “The Colour,” adapted from Table 1 in Connolly (2007).
Quantitative Research
Quantitative Methods:
Surveys
Randomized controlled designs
Quasi-experimental designs
Scientific
Objective
Neutral
Evidence
Truth

Qualitative Research
Qualitative Methods:
Semi- and unstructured interviews
Ethnography
Narratives and storytelling
Political
Subjective
Partisan
Anecdote
Fiction
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As Table 1 shows, the terms used to describe the two methods are quite different. The
characteristics ascribed to quantitative methods legitimate the methods. In contrast, the
characteristics ascribed to qualitative methods marginalize and diminish the methods. These
distinctions were not borne out in my research. Rather, the data collected from my qualitative
focus groups yielded evidence that reflected results from numerous research studies from which
we can easily make truth claims. In contrast, when I compared the quantitative data to the
qualitative data, I found the quantitative data regularly collected by the university to be
subjective, partisan, mythological, and political in nature as it fundamentally ignored Latinx
student perceptions of race and ethnicity and Latinx intragroup differences, which reflect the
normative bias of whiteness. This is not to claim that quantitative data are always subjective,
partisan, fictitious, and political. But neither is it true that qualitative data are never objective,
neutral, evidence-based, and true.
Rather than engage in a full-throated defense of one method or another, a more fruitful
first step is to advocate for a departure from the antagonistic dualities that exist in research
methods (quantitative/qualitative, hard/soft, generalizable/individual, valid/invalid, etc.). As
shown above, both methods have their strength and weaknesses; therefore, both can be equally
valuable approaches assuming that they are properly matched to the right research questions and
contexts.

Mixed Methods
Mixed methods are particularly well suited when questions are complex or have multiple
parts (Vogt, Gardner, and Haeffele 103). Vogt, Gardner and Haeffele call for using mixed
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methods when you want to see if contradictions exist, you want to a tell a full story, or you want
to develop a new theory (107).
Creswell described mixed methods researchers’ ability to draw on the strengths of each
approach while minimizing the limitations (218). When properly combined, mixed methods
research enabled greater understanding and provided a more complete picture (Mertens et al. 3)
of the phenomenon under study. Thus, rather than simply adding quantitative and qualitative
approaches and mixing, mixed methods research is a “distinct third methodological movement”
(Tashakkori and Teddlie 24) that draws on the strengths of both approaches and deepens insights
(Sandelewski 246). And, similar to qualitative researchers, mixed methods researchers advance
the cause of justice (Mertens et al. 14).
In contrast to quantitative, and to a lesser extent qualitative, methods, mixed methods
research “has a radical thread in its conviction that the full story cannot be told by single
methods and/or standard methods” (Mertens et al. 9). While qualitative methods allow for
greater flexibility than quantitative methods, mixed methods research can be “infinitely variable”
and “encourage informed creativity” (Mertens et al. 3), and offer no prescriptions for analyzing
mixed methods findings (Creamer 104). Specifically, in reference to methodologies as applied to
race, Bonilla-Silva and Baoicchi go further and encourage researchers to be less concerned about
methodological correctness and more concerned with engaging in the struggle to reveal how
“racial stratification impacts those at ‘the bottom of the well’” (127). Similarly, St. Pierre calls
for following the “provocations that come from everywhere in the inquiry that is living and
writing” instead of rushing into “pre-existing methodologies” (603).
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Research Design
Initially, I set out to theoretically understand the ways that genres of race and big data
interacted and impacted Latinx students at a particular university. However, as I embarked on my
research design, I realized that I had an opportunity to design a method that specifically explored
the point of intersection between my two genres of interest. Therefore, rather than employing a
single, qualitative research study (focus groups) to determine research participants’ perceptions
of the genres under study, I elected to employ a mixed methods design and associate secondary,
quantitative elements to add a second dimension: an exploration of what the big data
(quantitative data) left out. Thus, the structure of my research design was a concurrent mixed
methods study with an emphasis on qualitative methods and two associated quantitative portions
(QUAL+quan+quan) (Creamer 65). For the qualitative portion of my study, I conducted focus
groups and for the quantitative portions, I conducted a survey and collected secondary data on
research participants.
Though there were three different strands to my research project, they were connected by
the main concepts under study, genres and race in higher education. Centering the same concepts
(genres, race, ethnicity, higher education) on the different strands and throughout the various
steps of a mixed methods research project adds to the interpretative efficacy of a mixed methods
study (Creamer 111). Further, Vogt et al. asserted that “uniting sources of evidence and types of
information is the most likely path to drawing valid inferences and obtaining usable knowledge”
(Selecting 437).
To describe the specifics of my research design, I will begin by describing the strands of
the design that I considered the “QUAL+quant” portions of my QUAL+quant+quant design. The
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question that guided this portion of my project was, “What are Latinx students’ perceptions of
genres at the university, specifically the genres of race and ethnicity categories?” I wanted to
explore participants’ perceptions of a broad range of genres of higher education so I asked very
broad sets of questions in both the focus groups and in the surveys. One set of questions related
to racial identification and genres was explored through the focus groups and another set of
questions was explored through the survey questionnaire. This approach allowed me to ask
different sets of questions but tie many of the same concepts into the different methodological
strands, which accomplished at least a few things. First, it provided a very broad sense of the
research participants’ perceptions of genres at the university. Second, establishing the broad
basis provided the context within which to situate research participants’ responses specifically
related to questions regarding race and ethnicity. Third, it allowed me to ask different yet related
questions, which opened the field of where those might lead. Finally, it illustrated the limits of
data that can be collected through a survey instrument as compared to the openness of focus
group interviews. Questions that had a finite set of possible answers and could readily be
quantified were included in the survey, while questions that needed to be open-ended were asked
as part of the focus group sessions.
The last “quant” in my QUAL+quant+quant design was the secondary data element that
captured the data the university routinely collects and uses in BDPA projects. The question that
guided this portion of the design was, “What race and ethnicity data on students does the
university collect?” As part of the admissions process and throughout students’ academic
careers, the university amasses all sorts of data about its students. For example, my ability to
identify the Hispanic/Latino students at the university was due to the race and ethnicity data
collected as part of the admissions process. In effect, this element of the study and the associated
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data represented the baseline data against which the focus group and survey data were used. The
final of my three questions, “What do the quantitative data used by the university in big data
projects leave out in terms of Latinx students’ identities?” is the research question that spoke to
the need for mixing methods. Without collecting data from the three different strands, it would
not have been possible to draw comparisons and ultimately conclusions about the limits of the
data on Latinx students that are currently collected by the university.
This study was exploratory in nature. I had no preconceived notions about what Latinx
students perceived or understood about the genres of the university in general, or specifically,
about the genres of interest for this study.
Research Participant Selection
I began with a complete list of all undergraduate students enrolled at the university. As a
first step in selecting participants, purposive sampling was used to select students who identified
as Hispanic/Latino. Purposive sampling is appropriate when particular categorical characteristics
are needed to research the topic of interest (Vogt et al., When 221). Since I specifically wanted to
explore Latinx students’ perceptions of racialization at the university, I needed the insider’s view
that Latinx students hold in order to generate thorough results (Gómez 317). All nonHispanic/Latino students were excluded from consideration, as were students who did not
provide an email address or who had a positive FERPA. After removing these students, 8,451
Hispanic/Latino students remained on the list. I used the RANDOM function in Excel to
randomize the list of 8,451 students and selected the first 5,000 students to invite to participate in
the research study.
I sent an email to the 5,000 randomly selected Hispanic/Latino students, introducing
myself and my research, along with providing a link to the Qualtrics survey. The Qualtrics
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survey asked students whether they were willing to participate in the research study and, if they
were willing, to select a preferred date and time from the options I had provided. Due to a very
positive response, I closed the survey about 30 hours after sending it out. In that time, there were
164 responses: 108 students indicated that they were interested in participating and 56 were not
interested. Of students who expressed an interest in participating, 37 did not select a preferred
date and time; 20 indicated that none of the dates and times offered worked for their schedules;
and 51 students indicated interest and selected at least one date and time. I emailed students who
indicated interest but could not attend any of the dates and times and thanked them for their
interest. Of the 51 students who indicated interest and selected a date and time, Table 2 includes
the breakdown of those numbers sorted by date and time.

Table 2
Participant Availability
Date and Time

Number of Students Available

Monday, June 19 from 1-3pm

9 Students

Tuesday, June 27 from 1-3pm

11 Students

Wednesday, June 21 from 2-4pm

11 Students

Thursday, June 15 from 2-4pm

16 Students

Multiple dates

4 Students

In order to ensure that there were not too many participants in the focus groups, I applied
the following filters to the list of 51 students who expressed an interest in participating and
selected at least one date:
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•

I sorted the list of 51 students by response date and time, selected the first 36 students to
respond (created the “First 36” list), and moved the last 15 to respond to the “Last 15”
list.

•

I sorted the first 36 students by date and time, and selected and placed them into the
“Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Multi-date” tabs according to their
selections.

•

I used the participants in the “First 36” tab to fill the Monday through Thursday groups. It
was my goal to have six - eight research participants in each session. To create a buffer, I
planned to schedule nine students per session. Based on the “First 36” list, there was not
an equal distribution of students across the dates. There was a total of 11 participants who
requested Thursday only so the last two to sign up for Thursday were removed from the
“First 36” list and added to the “Last 15” list and the next two participants from the “Last
15” list who had selected Monday and Wednesday were pulled into those focus group
lists.
I emailed the 36 students selected to participate in the focus groups to confirm their

continued interest, provide the focus group location, and to send the informed consent form for
their review. I also emailed (Email # six) the students on the “Last 15” list to let them know that
the focus groups were filled and to gauge their interest in serving as alternates.
As I received responses from students, I updated the spreadsheets accordingly. When
students indicated that they were no longer able to participate, I pulled the next student that had
selected the given date and time from the list of “Last 15” and invited them to participate. Due to
a limited number of responses confirming intent to participate or interest in signing up as an

66

alternate, I emailed [Email #7] the 37 students who initially indicated interest in participating in
the research but did not select a date (“37 wo date selection” tab) to invite them to participate.
Though I had confirmed at least six participants for each of the four focus group dates,
not all participants ended up making it to their designated date and time. The results are indicated
in Table 3.
Table 3
Focus Groups
Focus Group Date and Time
Thursday, June 15 from 2-4pm
Monday, June 19 from 1-3pm
Wednesday, June 21 from 2-4pm
Tuesday, June 27 from 1-3pm
Total Number of Participants

Number of Research Participants
5
4
4
5
19

Data Collection and Analysis
Data Collection
I provided an explanation of my research to all the research participants and as part of the
research process, I received Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval for my research.
Focus groups
Four focus groups were conducted on four separate dates and times as indicated in Table
3 above. Focus groups are well suited for addressing a narrow range of issues, are strong when
the focus of the study involves social relations, and they are very good for stimulating
brainstorming (Vogt et al., When 41-42). Mini focus groups are typically 4-6 participants and
they allow for greater interaction between participants (Vogt, When 154).
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I provided research participants a confidentiality agreement at the start of each focus
group and I requested permission to record the focus group sessions. In addition, I provided
ground rules to the participants, invited them to speak in English or Spanish, and I advised them
that they were welcome to leave at any point. I asked research participants to select a pseudonym
and reiterated that their focus group, survey questionnaire, and secondary academic data would
not be identifiable.
I used a standard script of questions for the focus groups and used probing or follow-up
questions when research participants made interesting observations or went in a different
direction than the rest of the participants. Research participants in the first focus group made
some very interesting comments about whiteness. Because of that discussion in the first focus
group, I added a related question to the script for the remaining focus groups. The focus group
sessions included nine scripted questions and the sessions lasted on average one hour and fortyfive minutes.
The researcher recorded and transcribed all of the focus group interviews verbatim to
include slang, non-standard grammar, Spanish, and pauses. In instances where multiple research
participants spoke at once and I could not decipher what was said, I noted those on the transcript.
I elected to transcribe the sessions manually, a process that took approximately 30 hours.
Nineteen research participants participated in the focus group interviews and immediately
following the end of each focus group, research participants completed the survey instrument.
Surveys
The survey questionnaire included seventeen questions with sub-questions. Some of the
survey questions were open-ended while others included scaled responses. In order to maximize
the chances that research participants would complete the survey, I decided to conduct the survey
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immediately after each focus group using a paper format. I took the survey results and entered
them on an Excel spreadsheet and in Qualtrics. Each research participant listed his, her, or their
pseudonym on the survey form so that their survey responses could be tied to their focus group
responses. All nineteen participants completed the survey.
Secondary data
Secondary data, what Vogt et al. refer to as archival data, are never completely neutral
yet they can be incredibly valuable due to the size of data they contain (When 87). The secondary
data that I had access to and research participants’ permission to retrieve included academic
records, test credits, GPA, and demographic variables. With permission from research
participants, I pulled the relevant secondary data, removed any personally identifiable
information, and replaced it with the appropriate pseudonym. These data were the baseline
information that I used to compare against the more robust information collected through the
focus groups and survey.

Data Analysis
Despite the time-consuming nature of the transcription task, the transcription process was
invaluable in terms of the familiarity I developed with the participants’ responses, insights, and
experiences. Vogt et al. strongly suggest that researchers transcribe their own data (Selecting 55).
As Blair noted, it gave a tangible quality to the data, aided in providing an overview of the
content, and helped in making connections between topics (22). In addition to the hours spent
transcribing every participants’ every utterance, I spent countless additional hours crossvalidating their focus group responses, surveys, and secondary data to see what patterns
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emerged. Cross-validation is when multiple measures agree and help to create confidence in
results (Vogt et al. Selecting 83).
Instead of following a traditional mixed methods analysis process where quantitative data
are analyzed using quantitative methods, I performed a form of mixed analysis where data
generated from one method are analyzed using another (Tashakkori & Teddlie 1998;
Onweugbuzie & Combs 4). Specifically, I qualitized quantitative data. Qualitizing is an
analytical strategy in mixed methods research where quantitative measures are narrativized for
analytic purposes (Creamer 107; Sandelewski 253-254; Tashakkori and Teddlie 126).
I began my analysis with the transcribed focus group results. I read and re-read each of
the focus group transcripts independent of each other and made notes about points of agreement
and disagreement and of ideas that emerged unprompted by questions within each focus group. I
then combined the transcripts to create one complete transcript of all four focus groups and read
that document. I made notes of repeating ideas and ideas that reached the point of saturation.
Armed with a strong sense for the information contained in the transcripts, I rearranged the full
transcript from a chronological order to an order that merged and organized the responses by
question. This rearrangement helped me to exclude the responses that were not pertinent to my
central questions and those portions of the transcripts were not coded (Blair 17). For the
remaining responses, I used an open-coding, inductive method to identify categories and from
the categories, I developed dominant themes. This was an iterative process. See table 4 for an
overview of the codes, categories, and themes.
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Table 4
Dominant Themes
Themes

Categories
Codes
A. American = white; white = American ". . . the overall atmosphere is very white, or at least American"
1) Perceptions of race B. Declaring "white" but being outside of
and ethnicity
whiteness
"I'm white but not whiiiite"
C. Latinx intragroup differences / strong
categories
sense of national pride
“You don’t act Cuban. What does that mean? I’m not loud?”
"I didn’t know there were like different races of people because there was
A. Native or heritage country
just a spectrum"
2) Experiences of
B. In the U.S.
" . . . if you're like any sort of Hispanic they ask you if you're Mexican"
racialization at various
" . . . there were Colombians and Venezuelans and they were all separated
levels
C. High school
into their respective nationalities"
D. University
" . . . it's like a ton of white people here"
" . . . it was just really hard to learn in an environment like that"; "if you
weren't taking honors classes, people would, would look down on you"; "I
A. Achievement / opportunities
went to a collegiate high school program . . . I was very well prepared"
3) Academic
" . . . my name is so and so in the Spanish way and then I'll repeat it in
racialization
B. Language
English, the way an American person would pronounce it"
C. Familial history with U.S. higher
" . . . I tend to notice that a lot of the Hispanic kids that go here are like first
education system
generation in college"

I considered the survey responses independently from the other strands of data to see
what patterns emerged. Though the survey sample size was not significant (n=19), and collecting
and analyzing numeric data was not the goal, some simple numeric data (percentages) were used
to establish internal validity within the survey results and across the strands of data. The
overlapping themes across the focus group interviews and survey questionnaires also allowed me
to triangulate certain data points, increasing the validity and consistency of the insights provided
by research participants. Vogt et al. suggest using triangulation to broaden the level of
understanding on a topic by confirming or contradicting it (When 111). Further, Denzin
recommended between-method (Qualitative + Quantitative) triangulation and argued that this
would help reduce bias in a study (The Research 14).
I analyzed secondary data similarly to the survey response data. I quantified the data
collected on research participants’ high schools, test scores, GPAs, etc., to establish a measure of
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internal validity for the study. Unlike the survey data, which was simply a different form of selfreported data, I independently confirmed some elements of the secondary data. In all cases, the
independent data that I analyzed confirmed what the research participants reported.
Data Integration
The three distinct threads of my research project were melded at various points
throughout the study. The data collection across all three strands happened concurrently in a
single phase. In the data analysis phase, to an extent, the separate threads were treated separately
but the emphasis was on piecing together points of convergence and highlighting points of
divergence. From methodological and theoretical perspectives, melding the findings was
precisely the point in order to answer the third question in my study: “What do the quantitative
data used by the university in BDPA projects leave out in terms of Latinx students’ identities?
Themes emerged from the qualitative focus group interviews. Patterns emerged from the
quantitative survey questionnaires. Finally, I confirmed information through collection and
analysis of secondary data. Each of these as stand-alone threads had limited value in terms of
exploring the point where my theoretical and methodological warrants converged. However,
when combined these strands revealed Latinx research participants’ knowledges, commitments,
strengths, and complex identities while also revealing systemic inaccuracies, gaps, and
misunderstandings. Given my general focus on the qualitative strand of the research, with a
particular focus on narrativizing the Latinx racialization experience at a particular institution of
higher education, what I present in Chapter 4 are the narratives that emerged through the
research process.
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Ethics, Validity, Generalizability, and Limitations
Ethics
I considered ethics on two registers. First, I considered the ethical treatment of research
participants. Second, as a researcher, I considered my ethical responsibility to address a social
justice issue.
In terms of the ethical treatment of research participants, I was transparent about the
goals of my research, I treated each participant with respect, I maintained their confidentiality,
and I acknowledged the existence of power imbalances between myself as the researcher and
research participants (Creswell 97-99). I accurately represented research participants’ statements,
experiences, positions, and perceptions as I analyzed the data, made inferences, and positioned
their insights in a broader context.
Based on my broader commitments as a researcher, I considered the ethics beyond the
narrow sense of treatment of research participants. Mertens, Holmes, and Harris noted that with
the transformative paradigm, the notion of ethics extends beyond mere regulation of methods to
the cause of human rights (“Transformative”). In a similar vein, Chilisa argued that research
ethics are narrowly defined as concern for the individuals participating in research but disregards
the broader implications for communities whose researched knowledge is owned by another
(678). Instead, Chilisa called for research ethics that “go beyond the narrowness of issues of
confidentiality and consent to respect and protection of the integrity of the researched
communities” (678) and called for institutions to consider ways of researching that “challenge
Eurocentric epistemologies and create space of marginalized knowledge systems” (681).
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Through my research, I hope to take the perspectives of Latinx students at the university
and challenge not only the Eurocentric epistemologies but also the racialized frames that fail to
acknowledge the assets of Latinx students as students and citizens.
Validity
Since I conducted a mixed methods study, I considered validity from the quantitative,
qualitative, and mixed methods perspectives. In contrast to claims of truth and objectivity often
made in the name of so-called real science (quantitative methods), Denzin argued, “we can never
know the true nature of things. We are each blinded by our perspective. Truth is always partial”
(“The Elephant” 153). Guba and Lincoln are more specific and point to the Heisenberg
uncertainty principle and the Bohr complementarity principle as evidence for the fallacy of
objectivity in empirical science (107). Even in real science, researchers are not purely objective
observers who do not affect the phenomenon under study. Nor are they devoid of perspective,
subjectivities, and ideologies.
In contrast to the purported validity of quantitative methods, validity in qualitative studies
is qualified; it is based on determining whether the study findings are accurate from the
perspective of the researcher, research participants, and reviewers of the research (Creswell 201).
The dominant component of my study was the qualitative portion and from my perspective, I
accurately captured the perspectives and perceptions of the research participants. Further, I
triangulated the qualitative data with the data collected in the quantitative portions of the study.
Finally, the research participants’ perceptions and perspectives reflect research literature on these
topics.
Mertens stated that the “use of transformative mixed methods is tied to the concept of
enhanced validity” (“Philosophy” 14) because it centers culture in making validity arguments
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(Kirkhart 22). Use of a mixed methods approach with a limited sample of participants who all
completed the same strands of the study enhanced the internal validity of the study and also
provided the appropriate grounding for future research on the Latinx population at the university.
Generalizability
Creswell defined generalizability as the “external validity of applying research results to
new settings, people, or samples” (201) and went on to indicate that generalization is not a goal
of qualitative research (203).
A goal of this research project was to illustrate the disparate harm caused to Latinx
students in higher education due to generic-racial interactions. At least a portion of that struggle
is rooted in the standardized whiteness of higher education. It is difficult to consider the concept
of generalizability devoid of standards; they are interrelated and codependent. Generalizability,
when applied to different groups of people, is a slippery slope. Though the concept is so valued
in positivist research, it is a methodological pretense that assumes a monolithic culture or
population. It represents yet another way to ensure that the links between theory and practice
remain firmly in the camp of the majority and continue to support dominant narratives about
knowledge-making and expertise.
Limitations
The quality of survey research is contingent upon an appropriate sample size (Greene 9).
This research contained a small sample size (n=19), which was problematic particularly for the
portions of the research that were quantitative in nature. However, as an exploratory study, the
limitation was also an asset as it improved my ability to understand the nature of information that
can be collected using different methodologies.
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Summary
In terms of matching methods to research questions, there were two distinct levels that
warranted consideration, one that operates at the micro/student level and another that operates at
the macro/institutional level. At the micro-level, I sought to understand the perspectives of
Latinx students at a particular institution of higher education. To examine this level, I relied on
qualitative and quantitative methods. At the macro level, I sought to document how the race and
ethnicity data collected by the institution were used to report and predict Latinx students’
outcomes. To examine this level, I used secondary quantitative data. Finally, I compared the
differences in the results to determine what the quantitative big data failed to capture about the
complexities of Latinx research participants’ racialized realities. This portion of the research
required integrated analyses of all three data strands.
The different methodological approaches also reflect the differences in the day-to-day life
of Latinx research participants versus the “life” of the institution. Individual students were
concerned with their own experiences, contexts, positionality, goals, and aspirations, which I
characterize as qualitative variables, while the institution was concerned with the totality:
numbers, percentages, bottom lines, and outcomes, which I characterize as quantitative variables.
The Latinx research participants articulated ways to bridge gaps between various dualities: the
qualitative vs. quantitative, Latinx vs. white, and particulars vs. generalities. More importantly,
they showed why it is critical that we wade into swamps that have previously been left
unexplored.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
The primary themes that emerged from the focus groups were related to the
pervasiveness of whiteness at the university. I used the three themes and their associated
categories and subcategory to organize the research participants’ perceptions and responses.
Below are the themes, categories, and subcategory:
I.

Perceptions of Race and Ethnicity Categories
A. American = white; white = American
B. Declaring “white” but being outside of whiteness
C. Latinx intragroup differences/strong sense of national pride

II.

Experiences of Racialization at Various Levels
A. Native or heritage country
B. In the U.S.
C. High school (Cliques based on national origins)
D. University
1. Cliques and clubs or organizations

III.

Academic Racialization
A. Achievement/opportunities
B. Language
C. Familial history with U.S. higher education system

Given the results of my research, I would be remiss if I did not specifically address
whiteness. Below I provide a brief outline of the contours of whiteness as described in the field
of whiteness studies.
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Whiteness
Whiteness represents and encompasses the normative aspects of the socially constructed
concept of race in the U.S. A brief overview of whiteness as defined in whiteness studies will
help to set the contexts that Latinx students reported encountering at the university. Whiteness:
•

Is constructed as aracial and normal. It is the constructed, normalized standard against
which all others who are outside of whiteness are positioned (Bonilla-Silva “The
Invisible”).

•

Is deep-rooted and almost invisible, which is also the source of its power and danger
(Gillborn, “Education” 490).

•

Is constructed as innocent (Leonardo, “Color” 138) and ideal (Hughey 218).

•

Is a “knowledge/power regime” (Hode and Meisenbech 169) that is “maintained as a
universal and invisible structural principle that legitimizes a racial social order” through a
“discursive structure that produces ideologically laden taken-for-granted assumptions”
(Hode and Meisenbech 163).

•

Protects whites from “exhausting daily anxiety, worry, fear, and anger” (McIntosh,
“Unlocking” 34). Conversely, whiteness is a “protective shield” (Hode and Meisenbach
165) and valuable property (Haney-López “White”).

•

Determines who is authorized as a knowing, competent, and rational speaker (Hughey
216-217). This notion is particularly salient given the various levels of authorization that
higher education confers.
James Scheurich described being white as “akin to walking down the street with money

being put into your pants pocket without your knowledge” (in Leonardo “Color”). As Leonardo
claimed, Scheurich’s description accurately captured the unearned advantage and privilege that
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whites possess through their whiteness. However, Leonardo pointed out that this constructed
white domination as “happening behind the backs of whites, rather than on the backs of people
of color” (Leonardo, “Color” 138). Leonardo reinserted the white subject and reframed
Scheurichs’s metaphor as follows: “The experience of people of color is akin to walking down
the street and having your money taken from your pocket” (Leonardo, “Color” 138).
Whiteness is like oxygen in the U.S.: it is in the air and in the water but whites hardly
notice it. For whites, invisibility is the critical feature of whiteness. As Leonardo stated, the
enactment of racial domination proceeds as follows: “set up a system that benefits the group,
mystify the system, remove the agents of actions from discourse, and when interrogated about it,
stifle the discussion with inane comments about the ‘reality’ of the charges being made”
(Leonardo “The Color” 148). Through this mystification and the constructed innocence of
whiteness, whiteness has seeped into every facet of institutions, processes, procedures,
pedagogy, texts, etc. It hides in plain sight. An expected result of the invisibility surrounding
whiteness is that non-whites have trouble naming their experiences of butting up against
whiteness (Leonardo “Betwixt”). One of my participants’, Jessie’s, responses provides a perfect
window into the invisible presence of whiteness.
Jessie: Um, so, I went to two high schools. I transferred halfway through my, you know,
like my high school career. My first high school, [High School A], and it was
predominantly white. Um, being in [Palma] it’s like a huge like Hispanic population,
more than usual but you know it’s still predominantly white.
The secondary data provided some context to explain the significance of Jessie’s
statement. Jessie acknowledged living in a city with a “huge Hispanic population,” (68.6%
Latinx (U.S.Cenusus Bureau)) yet indicated that the school, which is 88% minority, is “still
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predominantly white.” Given the demographics of the school and the community, what exactly is
it that is “predominantly white”? Based on the data, it is not the people in his community or
school. Rather, I suggest that the feeling of white predominance is due to the predominance of
whiteness in education, what Gusa called White Institutional Presence (“White”). As you will
see in the remainder of this chapter, whiteness permeated the education experience for Latinx
research participants.
Perceptions of race and ethnicity categories
The race and ethnicity categories, originally created as part of the first decennial U.S.
census in 1790, are primary genres used to racialize students in higher education. While it is
clear to students that they are subject to providing race and ethnicity data to the university, their
understanding of the categories and how they intersect with the university’s big data projects are
far less clear.
Since this was an exploratory study broadly designed to gauge research participants’
perceptions and knowledges of generic-racial interactions at the university, I asked very broad
and far-reaching questions. In general, most of the participants elected to answer every focus
group question and all participants engaged in most of the discussions that followed. However,
the focus group question regarding research participants’ perceptions of the race and ethnicity
categories elicited the lengthiest and most engaging conversations. It was clear that research
participants were attempting to make sense of the categories even as they responded. Though all
nineteen research participants expressed problems with the categories in their responses, below is
a representative sample of the range of responses.
With the exception of Tom, who explicitly indicated that he did not consider himself
Hispanic, but confessed that at times he indicated “Hispanic” if he thought it would be an
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advantage on an application, the rest of the participants identified as Latinx. Of the participants
who identified as Latinx, almost all expressed confusion about the race question. Gina indicated,
“like I’m proud to put Latino, and like, yes, I’m Latina, and then like, it’s like white,
African American um all these um, the other races. I’m like well I don’t know, how, I don’t
know if to put other, I don’t know if to put White, you know kind of a deal.” Similarly, Carolina
indicated, “those questions are just like, super weird to me. Cause like, I just put like White
Hispanic cause like my skin is white but I’m Hispanic.” The “but” in Carolina’s response is very
telling. She indicated that she selected white because her skin is white but she is Hispanic. The
subtext of Carolina’s comment suggested that the categories were mutually exclusive; that
simply having white skin did not make a person white and that Hispanic is outside of white.
Nicole and Luciana zeroed in on the racial categories and further complicated the
formulation.
Nicole: Um, that, that’s a, a, a big …… confusing question. You said what does it mean
to be white? Well, what are we talking about? Are we talking about skin color or are we
talking about race. Because someone can be Hispanic with a really light complexion,
white … let me use Andrea as an example. Or, someone can be, you know,
American, but not white, like for example, Tom. So, what are we talking about? Are we
talking about skin color or race? So that always gets … It’s kind of like a misleading
question.
Luciana: Yeah, I think it’s very confusing. It really is. It’s always confusing. I don’t, I
don’t understand why, why they have like um, …. Like color of skin and [Laughter]
also um, like where you're from, like place that you're from.
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Tom’s comments below serve as a contrast to Nicole and Luciana’s comments for
reasons that I will explain below.
Tom: I feel like what purpose does this serve? You know, like what is Hispanic? But
then for me, like I said earlier, like I was born in America. I raised, I’m raised
American. Like, I’m an American. I don’t identify as Hispanic or whatever . . . I’m, you
know, kind of just to avoid sounding stereotypical and but you know I'm an American.
As I mentioned earlier, Tom was the only research participant who indicated that he was
American and throughout his focus group interview rejected his Latinx heritage. Andrea
remarked that Tom was “American, but not white.” In this case, Andrea referenced Tom’s
phenotypical non-whiteness as opposed to the cultural (ethnic) version of white that Carolina’s
comment engendered.
In contrast to strictly racial and ethnic interpretations of the race and ethnicity categories,
Raul analyzed the race and ethnicity categories on the basis of national origins and then on the
basis of different treatment that Latinxs receive because of the ethnicity category and question.
Raul: When you think of white, you think Caucasian predominantly. So, um, like
western, maybe a bit of eastern European, which I know is, is weird to….. ‘cause, for
most Hispanics they have to check off white and then Hispanic yes or no. I, I
think that applies more to identifying as a Spaniard basically, and, and I think that’s the
only reason we check white is because Spanish people are originally from Spain and
they probably just proliferated and it turned out like this. But when you think, you see
white, there’s a very clear picture of like …… like a very Caucasian person.
Raul: I just feel like the Hispanic race and like ….. you know more so than others is just
so …. I don’t know butchered and stitched together. I don’t know how to put it. It’s
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like, it's how I brought up before it's not ethnicity it’s the race of being Hispanic, if you
take a DNA test you will just have four or five different races mixed in just
because what's happened throughout history so …. Like what does Native
even mean? ‘Cause, ‘cause they’re different kinds of natives and there were native people
there but that would be completely different from like Colombian or Ecuadorian
natives that were there so like do I check Native in the race box. And then white, just
look at my skin. I’m not white and I'm not black and if you look at my family
tree I'm sure you'll find both in there but, but there's no race marker for being Hispanic
because it's just an eclectic mix of races and the ratio or proportion of that mix depends
on where you are in the world. It’s like ….
Much of the literature on the difficulty that Hispanics are perceived to have in responding
to the race question on the U.S. census claims that Hispanics/Latinos are confused, which leads
to higher than normal error rates. Indeed, almost all of the research participants in this study
indicated that they found the race question confusing. However, claims that an entire ethnic
group, Latinxs in this case, are confused about their own racial identities is one possible
conclusion among many. My research revealed that research participants were quite clear on
their identities; the confusion was due to the limited race options that do not represent their
identities. Despite all efforts to cloak whiteness with a sense of invisible normativity, whiteness
exists materially and most of these Latinx research participants overwhelmingly expressed that
they did not identify as white.
Participants repeatedly suggested that from a skin color perspective they were “white”
but they made a clear distinction between skin color and race. The degree of confusion that the
race and ethnicity categories created for Latinx research participants is yet another symptom of
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the supremacy of whiteness. The confusion signals that the categories were constructed from a
white racial frame, thus the dissonance for Latinx people. Consider for a moment if whites were
asked to select from a set of race options that did not include “white” as a racial category. I
suspect that the lack of a race category with which whites identified would create dissonance for
whites and result in confusion when answering the question. It is hard to imagine that the genre
would remain unchanged for hundreds of years if it caused a problem of racial misidentification
for white Americans.
Due to the lack of a race category that they identified with, Latinx research participants
ended up with a de facto white identification since they considered it the best among the
available options. However, the selection of “white” is fraught with racialized meanings and
implications that further complicated the race genre for the Latinx research participants.
American = White. White = American.
Throughout the focus group discussions, regardless of the question being discussed,
participants implicitly and explicitly used “American” and “white” interchangeably. When I
asked what it meant to be white, Fabio indicated, “American.” In describing the overall racial
environment at the university, Raul indicated, “. . . the overall atmosphere is very white, or at
least American is how I’d say it” and Jessie indicated that the culture was “very American, like I
wouldn’t really call it like Hispanic” while the group was discussing that the university was
predominantly white. Elsewhere in the focus group Jessie also made the following comment:
Like I was, like, I call myself Colombian but like, and in all honesty, I was born like
here, I was born in Palma. So, and my Spanish isn’t really that good also, so, you
know it's just kind of like it doesn’t really make a difference for me, it just like, I mean
really the only difference is how I was raised and it doesn’t really make much of a
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difference. I grew up with like white people so, yeah, (sighs) so I'm really American
myself also.
In addition to using white and American interchangeably in this passage, Jessie indicated
that he “calls” himself Colombian but then said that “in all honesty” he is American. It is as
though his identification with his Colombian heritage and his non-identification with whiteness
somehow skews his American identification. There was a sort of confessional aspect to Jessie’s
comment.
Similarly, Tom shared the experience of being asked where he’s from but being pressed
to share something more, perhaps related to a different country of origin: “It always bothered
me I'm sure, you’ve kind of had the same issues like, people ask, “where you from?” and I’m
like “Oh, I’m from San Antonio” well, like “No, where are you from?” Though eleven of the
nineteen research participants (58%) indicated on their surveys that they were born in the U.S.,
Tom is the only participant who identified as American throughout his focus group responses.
Tom also identified his skin color as “browner.” In Tom’s instance, his American identification
is not sufficient to overcome his non-whiteness. In other words, his racialization as Latinx due to
his “browner” skin color challenges his American identification. Latinxs, or descendants of
Latinxs, have not so easily become American (Feagin and Cobas 52) for a number of reasons,
including skin color.
In contrast to the explicit instances of the white / American interchangeability, many
more instances of students taking steps to fit in reveal the implicit whiteness of the environment
in terms of culture. The dissonance between the research participants’ Latinx culture and the
whiteness or American culture of the university came through most clearly when I asked
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participants if they had had to make any changes in order to fit in at the university. Andrea
described experiencing “culture shock” and other participants like Nicole and Jessie did as well.
Nicole: Um, well you know if you have a certain background or culture ….. it’s really
hard to change it, like for good . . . like Andrea was saying, you gotta acclimate to the
environment.
Jessie: Originally coming here, it’s a lot different from like the culture in Palma so, it
took a little bit of adjusting. I still feel like I’m kind of adjusting sometimes but
like, it’s not hard to like make friends and like talk to people but uh, its, it’s just l
like uh, living here is a lot different.
Nicole and Jessie both expressed the dissonance that they experienced in these and other
passages yet they also expressed the need to acclimate or fit in, as in they had to work to become
a part of the culture of the majority white university. Carolina’s comments were less neutral.
Carolina: . . . I guess that [the university] like can’t help it that we’re like in America so
they’re gonna like have a bunch of white students. It’s not like, they can like do anything
about it and they do have, I guess, like their quota that they meet of like Hispanic
students . . . Um, it’s just like, kind of like, an inevitable culture clash that’s like, they
can’t help it that like, I’m super Hispanic and that like there’s like 10 Brittanys and
Courtneys around me. [Laughter]. It’s just like, it is what it is kind of a thing, you know?
Carolina’s comments reinforced Jessie’s and Nicole’s comments about the need to
acclimate or fit in but she went further in reflecting the dissonance caused by whiteness. Carolina
accepted as a given that “of course” there are going to be white students because after all, the
university is in America. She also took the inevitability of a culture clash as a given. Finally,
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Carolina mentioned a Hispanic quota suggesting that Latinx students were at the university in
order for the university to meet a minimum requirement of Latinx enrollment.
These passages again reinforced the research participants’ notions that their Latinx
culture is outside of “white” or “American” culture. In the instances noted here, research
participants contrasted their experiences at the university with those prior to the university, in
high school. The participants made distinctions between “home” (to include their high schools)
and the university as if “home” was outside the U.S. It bears noting that the Latinx experiences
and environments that constituted “home” and the students used as their referents to contrast
with the university were also in the U.S. In other words, these research participants’ experiences
could be one of many types of “American” experiences. However, the racialization of Latinx
research participants as “white but not whiiiite” juxtaposed with the conflation of American with
whiteness positioned the research participants as outside of American and whiteness.
Declaring “White” But Being Outside of Whiteness
As mentioned earlier, 68% of the research participants were born in the U.S. Yet since
they were racialized as Latinx and American=white, though they declared white, they felt outside
of whiteness. While many of the participants referred to themselves as having white skin color,
they rejected the notion that they were “whiiiite.” Several of the participants like Tom and Jessie
shared that they were born in the U.S., so they are American and identify as white; however,
their comments suggested they were outside of whiteness. (It is relevant to note that Tom and
Jessie both indicated during their focus group interviews that they think they look Latinx.)
Tom: Um, . . . Kind of going back to my, my working days I just kind of, I guess to be
white in the stereotypical sense means not having no worry. Like if you got an
assignment or a job or … you know if you were reprimanded in a certain way, is it
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because you aren’t, you have in the back of your mind is it because I'm white or not white
or you know, my skin color.
McIntosh described whiteness as protecting whites from daily anxiety (“White” 34). Here
Tom exposed the opposite: the daily anxiety due to a lack of whiteness. Tom acknowledged
elsewhere that he was “browner” and acknowledged here that his skin color meant having to
wonder how he was perceived due to his race. Despite Tom’s identification as an American, his
lack of whiteness troubled his American identification. Tom’s personal struggle exemplified
what Harris described as the “privileged identity” and “vested interest” in the “property of
whiteness” (“Whiteness” 1725). Selecting the white racial category on a government document
does not alter the racial reality. Jessie addressed this distinction in one of his remarks:
I think there’s a difference between like that little check mark on the demographic versus
like real life when you call someone white. It’s like when you call someone white, you
just kind of like, uh, it's kind of assumed that they don’t really have much culture
because that what's like, cause it's kind of what the American way is. They ran away from
their British culture and just became their own. And um, yeah, it's just, I don’t
know it's just kind of like separates them from like everyone else. Like,
"Oh they're white" and we’re just the rest.
Jessie highlighted how selecting the “white” checkbox did not result in being racialized
as white. Like Tom, despite his status as a native-born American, Jessie’s lack of whiteness,
phenotypically and culturally, racialized him as outside of whiteness. Participants Carolina and
Jenny also distinguished between being phenotypically white but outside of whiteness. For
example, Carolina addressed what she meant when she said, “white.”
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Carolina: I guess when I say ‘white’ people I mean like gringos, so I’m not, I’m not
a gringa at all. Like, I know that I’m really fair-skinned and I may not look like, like I
don’t have super curly hair or anything like that so I don’t look Hispanic but I was born
and raised in Venezuela um, and I grew up in [Palma] Um, so, I'm like, my skin is white
but I'm not like a gringa, I’m not Caucasian I guess. Like, I don’t know what else another
word, I’m white, but not whiiiite.
Carolina used the term “gringa,” which means “American” in common usage, as a means
to identify as non-American but again, Carolina’s comment conflated whiteness with American
and she marked herself as phenotypically white but outside of whiteness. In addition, Jenny
addressed her perceptions of American “white” culture, which harkened back to Jessie’s
comment that it is assumed that someone who is white “doesn’t really have much culture.”
Jenny: For me the idea of white has always just been like, standard. Like America, white
and then there’s the, the, I don’t know how to word this (pauses) maybe just because I
grew up in America for me white is just like (pauses) you’re either white or you’re
different, I suppose. And I very much agree with the lacking culture aspect. It has always
felt like um, my white friends didn’t have like special, fun traditions and um, my
Hispanic, ethnic friends always have some…something I’ve never heard of, some new
fun thing that their family does every year. And it's like why don’t any of my white
friends do this? They just go skiing every winter or something, you know what I mean?
Jenny’s comment, like those of other participants, asserted that whites are lacking in
culture. However, I would argue that the perception of whiteness as acultural is simply an
extension of the myth of white araciality (Bonilla-Silva “The Invisible”). Whites’ racialization as
lacking race and culture positions them as neutral and benign and creates the basis for racializing
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others based on simply having race and culture. Though Latinxs are racialized in the U.S.,
Latinxs also racialize each other.
Latinx National Pride / Intragroup Racialization
A number of the exchanges between the research participants pointed to a strong sense of
national pride among Latinxs, which at times leads to intragroup conflicts. Across all of the
focus groups, the research participants seemed to have a consistent sense for the intragroup
rivalries among Latinxs.
Andrea: Like, you go on social media, Facebook, Instagram, snapchat … like “I’m
Colombian,” “I’m Venezuelan.” There is like so much, which is great, there is just so
much pride of where they’re from which I think it’s awesome but there can be some
conflict though, definitely. Where like, you’re just like, “Oh, you’re from
Colombia?” Like, you’re like that. Like stereotypical. I feel like within the Hispanic
community, people do that within themselves. I tell people, “Well, I’m Cuban” well like,
“You don’t act Cuban” “What does that mean? I’m not loud?” [Laughter] . . . There’s a
lot of like tension. [Laughs]. It’s awkward.
Winston: I like to see it as um, . . . each person is prideful of their culture. You know,
usually you have, like if you have the Colombians vs. the Cubans like uh, Colombians
will be, they will say, “Oh, I’m better because of this and that. ‘Cause of how Colombia
is” and Cuba will be like, “Oh, but this and that.”
The Cuban-Colombian rivalry was consistently mentioned, as was the Puerto Rican –
Dominican rivalry.
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Carolina: Yeah. [Laughter]. I think that um, sometimes I’ve seen like, it’s kind of funny
like if you ask a Puerto Rican if they’re Dominican or a Dominican if they’re Puerto
Rican sometimes they get really offended. And, I’m just like, sorry . . .
The research participants agreed that there are all sorts of stereotypes related to Latinx
countries or regions. Almaguer asserted that intragroup Latinx rivalries originate from
experiences within the Spanish colonial and U.S. racial regimes that place black or darkerskinned people at the bottom of the racial hierarchy (160).
Nicole: Yes, that, that’s a … for sure, yes answer for that question. Um, there is a lot
of stereotypes within Hispanics already . . . they’re like no, um, you
know, Caribbean people they’re loud and South Americans, like, maybe a little bit more
conservative so there is a lot of uh, um, …. I don’t want to call it division but yeah, they
definitely differentiate among themselves.
The conflicts described by the research participants resulted due to national
misidentification. Andrea noted that the rivalry had more to do with the desire to be accurately
associated with one’s nationality due to national pride and added, “People just want to feel
special about where they’re from.”
Race in the U.S. was constructed to privilege whites but white privilege and dominance is
reconstructed daily (Leonardo Race 82) through myriad racial projects that racialize Latinxs at
various levels of U.S. society.
Experiences of Racialization at Various Levels: In Native or Heritage Country, in the U.S., in
U.S. High Schools, and at a U.S. University
Racialization takes place within different contexts and spaces and is an ongoing,
contested, fluid process. In the focus group interviews, research participants specifically
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described various types of racialization or perceptions of race in their native or heritage
countries, in the U.S. at their high schools, and at the university. At each of these levels of
racialization, secondary data were considered alongside the responses provided by the research
participants, when available.
Racialization in native or heritage country
The research participants represented a number of Latin America, South American, and
Caribbean countries including Venezuela, Colombia, Ecuador, Puerto Rico, Republica
Dominicana, Cuba, Mexico, and El Salvador among others. Some of the participants were born
in those countries but those who were born in the U.S. tended to align their nationality with their
heritage country. For example, Jessie, whose parents are Colombian, indicated, “I call myself
Colombian but like, and in all honesty, I was born here [in the U.S.]”. Similarly, Jenny indicated
that when asked where she is from she indicates, "My mother is Puerto Rican.” Many of the
participants, even those who were born in the U.S., had a similar affinity and identification with
their parents’ home country. In many instances, the participants also shared the different role that
race and racialization played in their home country. For example, Raul stated:
I grew up in Puerto Rico for about the first six years of my life and um, until I came
over here I didn’t know there were like different races of people because there was just a
spectrum. There was some people who looked white, there were, there were, like Asian
Puerto Ricans too and um, so all I knew was the attitude of being Puerto Rican, all I knew
was how people conducted themselves so when you come over here that’s what I look
for (pause) It’s like, um, its, it’s the way people conduct themselves that really tells you
how they’re Hispanic, not so much the skin tone.
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Raul’s early experiences with racialization in Puerto Rico apparently created a point of
reference that seemed to have little to do with notions of race in the U.S. and far more to do with
a sense of Puerto Rican national identity. In Raul’s frame, it appeared that nationality united to a
greater extent than race divided.
Gene, whose family is from Ecuador, described the racial and ethnic diversity within his
family.
Gene: My family is a mix of several ethnicities. Um, my paternal grandfather was of
German descent. My maternal uh, grandmother has African descent, um, and also uh,
Native American descent and you know it’s kind of difficult to say [laughing] which
group do I belong I to ‘cause I’m a mix of several.
Gene: I personally um, am very open to the, the idea of what is Hispanic. Um, I’ve, I’ve
from one year I’ve been in Ecuador when I was twelve years old, uh, I recall seeing
people from uh, several ethnicities and it kind of blended in with um, with the natives, so
they can look in between African, some look, there’s, I’ve seen Asian Hispanics
[Laughs].
Gene’s frame for the “idea of what is Hispanic” seemed rooted in the multi-racial, multiethnic frame within his own family. Throughout his focus group responses, Gene consistently
expressed an interest in knowing a diverse group of people. Like Raul’s experience in Puerto
Rico, Gene’s sense of his parents’ home country, Ecuador, was dominated by a strong sense of
national pride and close communities of family and friends of all colors. Similarly, Jessie
described the diversity within his family but also articulated that there was a difference in the
way that people were racialized in the U.S.
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Jessie: Yeah, I mean, like, over here, talking about like in like North America, it's just
kind of like, like if you go over to like South America or like to any other place in the
world, like, uh, being white has like a different meaning. Because you know, like there
are white Hispanics, like my mom’s a white Hispanic. My dad, he’s uh, … well he’s … I
guess he’s biracial Hispanic because his grandma is black and you know, he’s part white
also. Um, but yeah, like being black and being white over there like, in South America or
any other place in the world, like it has like a different meaning, but here it’s more like….
Uh, I don’t know . . . kind of like …uh … like…. Like …. Just being American is its own
culture and you know like, you just, kind of like have to find a balance
between being Hispanic and being like North American.
While Jessie pointed to the fact that there was a difference in the racialization experience
in the U.S., he had some difficulty coming up with a precise reason. Jessie concluded that the
racialization experience in the U.S. is uniquely American, perhaps due to the conflation of
whiteness with American.
Racialization in the U.S.: Latinx = Mexican
Participants in three of the four focus groups observed that white people always assumed
that all Latinxs in the U.S. were Mexican. In the three focus groups where it emerged, it emerged
spontaneously. (The only focus group that did not mention this was the one group that had a
participant that identified as Mexican heritage.) Gina and Carolina’s comments exemplified the
research participants’ responses.
Gina: I get it all the time, like in South Carolina, like if they, my dad lives there, if
you think that, um, if they hear you speaking Spanish they assume you’re from Mexico.
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Carolina: Also like when like people, I feel like I don’t know why but like people
if you're like any sort of Hispanic and they ask you if you’re Mexican, that’s like super
offensive for like most people. But I think that comes from white people thinking
everybody’s Mexican but also we get offended if like somebody thinks that we’re
Mexican even though I don’t have anything against Mexican people.
Given that research participants expressed such a strong sense of national pride, it was
not surprising that they would object to being identified as members of the wrong Latinx national
group. Most of the participants agreed with the Latinx=Mexican phenomenon but spoke about it
haltingly with the exception of Raul. Here is Raul’s response to the common assumption made
by whites in the U.S. that all Latinxs are Mexican:
Um, the whole Mexican thing is just hilarious. Um, I mean me and my friends, we’ve sort
of appropriated it, we’ve turned it into a joke uh, especially whenever um, we meet new
people who are Hispanic we always, the first thing you ask is ‘What kind of
a Mexican are you?’ Uh, it doesn’t matter where they say where they’re from you just
appropriate it so like, they’re like, ‘no, no, I'm Italian’ ‘oh, so like you’re spaghetti
Mexican. Got you.’ [Laughter].
In reference to Raul, nothing that he shared during the focus group suggested that he had
specialized book knowledge about matters related to race. Rather, given the information he
provided, it seemed most likely that his early exposure to a Puerto Rican discourse and
understanding of race may have led him to critically approach and openly mock the racialization
process in the U.S.
Raul and his friends appropriated this particular brand of Latinx racialization, perhaps as
a means to cope with the perceived absurdity. However, subsuming all Latinxs under the
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Mexican label spoke to a broader issue of racialization for Latinxs in the U.S. Jenny suggested
that the tendency to misidentify all Latinxs as Mexican was due to Mexico’s proximity to the
U.S. but she also noted the intense racism that Mexicans experience in the U.S.
Jenny: In middle school they'd go straight to Mexican jokes, which I never understood
‘cause I just said the words P-u-e-r-t-o R-i-c-o and I don’t understand this obsession to
group all Hispanics with Mexico maybe its ‘cause it's right there and America seems so
unbelievably racist against Mexicans, you know?
The association Latinx=Mexican in the U.S. highlights the problem of panethnicity. If
Latinxs are racialized as Mexican and Mexicans within the current political context are racialized
as illegals, aliens, rapists, gang members, day laborers, uneducated, etc., then all Latinxs are
subsumed under those negative tropes. Tom, a veteran of the U.S. Navy, articulated the problem
as follows:
Tom: [Y]ou have to have a college education basically to do anything. That’s part of
why I’m here but then also the way I view it kind of through the current situation, is I feel
like, as someone who just has browner skin, whether I identify as Hispanic or not, I feel
like, I have to have that bachelor’s just to, at least, you know, counter the perceived
attitudes, you know, in general, not saying everyone, but kind of the general attitude in
the U.S. just to kind of prove that, you know, not every brown person is either a day
laborer or illegal or um [pause] or you know, uneducated.
The panethnic labels “Latinx” and “Hispanic” created the basis for the discursive and
material means to essentialize and totalize whole groups of people that, in reality, are incredibly
diverse. Further, these labels were/are leveraged to create narratives that marginalize Latinxs and
privilege whites within the U.S. context. In addition to the problem of panethnicity, the racialized
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reality is that “disappearing is not something people of color can accomplish” (Leonardo Race
99) within a white racial frame. Ironically, Mexicans had honorary white status from the midnineteenth century to the mid-twentieth century until in the 1960s, during the Chicano
Movement, when they reclaimed their mestizo status (Almaguer “Race” 152-153).
The research participants identified the particular sorts of racialization that take place
within the macro U.S. context and also identified the various forms of racialization that took
place in their high schools.
Racialization in High School
To provide a sense of the demographics of the research participants’ high schools, fifteen
participants graduated from a high school for which the state’s department of education listed the
demographic composition of each high school. Of the fifteen high schools, ten of them were at
least 70% minority (the average minority rate among the ten high schools is 88.9%) and the
remaining five were 40% or less minority (the average minority rate among the remaining five
high schools is 38%). Official demographic data were not available for four of the participants’
high schools. It is interesting to note the vastly different ways that the participants reported being
racialized depending on the racial makeup of their high schools.
Participants who were part of the Latinx majority at their high schools noted that cliques
were based on students’ nationalities. For example, Sofia indicated, “there were Colombians and
Venezuelans and they were all separated into their respective nationalities. So it was . . . there
were the Colombians, Venezuelans, Cubans, Puerto Ricans and everybody else.” Within a
majority Latinx frame, the divisions were along national lines, which is consistent with the
strong sense of national identity among Latinxs.
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For participants who attended majority white high schools, their experiences of
racialization were quite different. Maria, who identified as a person who can “pass for white,”
described attending a predominantly white high school in a suburb of Weller:
Um, my high school experience was um, I grew up in a very upper middle class uh
neighborhood in [suburb of Weller] so it was predominantly white. You know everyone
else in high school was uh, like pretty much upper class and so I kind of had to assimilate
to that white label 'cause I can pass as white. And, um, because of that my high school
experience was very much of a, uh …. I guess you could say, a gringa
experience [Laughs].
Similarly, Andrea, who also attended a predominantly white high school indicated, “My
high school was primarily white, uh, . . . I was probably the only Hispanic and then, I don’t even
look Hispanic so they were just like you're white.” This reflects what Bonilla-Silva described as
the porousness of the color line that under the right conditions and in certain contexts, Latinx
research participants were accepted as white (Bonilla-Silva “The Essential” 902).
These examples showed the range of racialization that exists given the racialized contexts
of the spaces. In cases where Latinx research participants were part of the majority, they were
racialized based on their country of origin or heritage country. However, in cases where Latinx
students were in the minority but could “pass for white,” members of the majority white group
racialized and absorbed the Latinxs as white. Indeed, Feagin and Cobas confirmed that
throughout U.S. history, whites have shown a willingness to elevate lighter-skinned individuals
along the racial hierarchy (40). However, this elevation may misrepresent the openness of
whiteness and oversimplify the formulation for whites and Latinxs. The Latinx research
participants expressed a great deal of pride in their Latinx identities so the notion that they would
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intentionally pass for white, which is the “ultimate assimilationist move” (Harris 1765), seems
unlikely. In fact, when research participants referred to passing for white, it was presented as
though white students decided, not the research participants. From the perspective of whites,
whose racial majority is on the decline, elevating lighter-skinned Latinxs serves the purpose of
maintaining a white majority in the U.S.
These examples illustrated the privilege of the “white” race label as compared to the
Latinx (or Hispanic) ethnic label. The fact that racially these students could “pass for white”
meant that the white students overlooked the Latinx students’ ethnic identification. In contrast,
think of the earlier example of Tom who despite his claims of American identity and occasional
rejection of his Latinx identity, was regularly denied admission to whiteness on the basis of his
“browner” skin.
Ultimately, students who transitioned from predominantly white high schools to the
university reported less dissonance, perhaps because they had already confronted the dissonance
between racialization in their home communities and their high school communities earlier in
their academic careers.
In contrast to the students who reported passing for white, other participants, due to their
skin color, surnames, and / or accents, indicated that they did not pass as white. For these
students, transitioning from their home communities and high schools to the university meant
leaving spaces where their racialization resulted in majority group membership to a space that
resulted in minority group membership. In describing the dissonance, students pointed to
differences in the popular music, food, radio stations, how students socialized with one another,
and not hearing/speaking Spanish on a regular basis.
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Racialization at the University
When asked to provide their perceptions of the racial and ethnic diversity at the
university, participants described an environment that they considered white. With respect to the
whiteness of the campus, research participants commonly made statements similar to Carolina,
Jessie, and Tom.
Carolina: Um, I feel like it’s like a ton of white people here at [at the university].
[laughter] The real place I ever met like a white person was in [Weller]. I don’t think I
ever met anybody that was white in [Palma]. Like I met some people that are kind of but
like even they spoke Spanish. Like even like black people in [Palma] speak some form of
Spanish. So I just feel like here people have no idea like about anything that’s in Spanish
anything that’s Hispanic/Latino, like they’re just super white. Not very diverse I guess.
In describing the whiteness of the university, Carolina expressed it was the first place that
she met a white person. Further, Carolina associated whiteness or lack of whiteness with the
ability to speak Spanish. Carolina’s comments implied that speaking Spanish was a disqualifier
for whiteness, a linguistic corollary to an earlier notion that Hispanic is outside of whiteness.
There was also an implication in Carolina’s comments that the community in Palma was racially
diverse but united around the Spanish language. Jessie, who was also from Palma, confirmed the
lack of diversity at the university and confirmed the diversity of Palma.
Jessie: It's also that I'm used to coming from like uh, uh, [Palma] um, like I wouldn’t
really call it much diversity here . . .
Carolina also mentioned that she had recently started at [the university] after transferring
from [another university] and indicated, “both universities, they’re both white. There are like no
Hispanics, like I haven’t seen any Hispanics whatsoever until like, now. Right here. [Laughter].”
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Interestingly, both institutions that Carolina mentioned are designated Hispanic Serving
Institutions so at least one in every four students was Latinx (HACU). This comment stands out
as similar to the comment Jessie made where he acknowledged the large population of Latinx
people while also signaling the predominance of whiteness. In both cases, despite the
acknowledged presence of a significant numbers of Latinxs (much more so in Jessie’s case),
research participants seemed to only notice the presence of whiteness. A related issue here is the
misperception that the addition of non-white people automatically makes a space diverse. In
these instances, reaching or surpassing the threshold for the Hispanic Serving designation did not
magically alter the institutionalized whiteness; all that resulted was the addition of more Latinx
students into a predominantly white institution.
Despite the perceived whiteness of the campus, participants identified two areas within
the university where they saw diversity, which they described as cliques and clubs or
organizations.
Cliques and clubs or organizations
In contrast to the description of cliques at their high schools, which were based on
nationality or heritage, participants described cliques at the university based on panethnic
identity(ies).
Raul: It’s hard to explain, like they, culturally, the campus is diverse but I feel when you
break it down into groups those aren’t racially diverse. If, if you see a Hispanic kid
they’ll tend to be in a group full of Hispanics. If you see a white kid they’ll be in a group
of white kids, uh, not, not to say that they don’t intermingle but even then, uh with when,
it’s, it's all about like the personality of the group. So if you see a Hispanic in a bunch of
white, with a bunch of white kids and they’ll act very white and if um, not, not like in a
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racist way (pause) what I'm trying to say is like (pause) like um, how Jessie was saying
like that the overall atmosphere is very white, or at least American is how I’d say
it. It’s very western. You don’t get much Hispanic influence in the groups or at least the
interactions that you see just walking on campus.
Raul began by suggesting that cliques based on racial or ethnic identification segregated
students on campus. He then noted that when there was intermingling, the Latinx student(s) took
on the identity of the white students and acted white. Gina provided an interesting perspective on
being the only white Latina at an African American Greek function.
Gina: there’s a lot of African American Greek life that I had no idea about until I became
really good friends with a girl who was in one. So, um, and, I think it’s most definitely,
like I went to one of her functions and like I was the only white, Latina person there. Um,
so, it was like interesting to see like that I was kind of like in that situation that I was
kind of like the one that was, was in the minority you know. So yeah, I definitely do think
that its cliquey so to say.
Gina signaled that she was in that situation as the one in the minority as if that was not
normally the case as a Latinx student in a predominantly white institution. One of two things is
likely. It is possible that being the only Latinx in a group of black students is different from
being the only Latinx in a group of white students. After all, the experience of being the only
Latinx among a group of all white students is far more likely at a predominantly white
institution. Alternatively, it is possible that Gina sees the minority status of blacks in the U.S. as
greater than the minority status of Latinxs. Either way you read this comment, both reveal the
power and prevalence of whiteness as the one dominant racial discourse. In the first option, it
suggests the normalization of whiteness and the white racial frame and in the second option, it
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suggests being interpellated by the white supremacist discourse that always already subordinated
blacks to the bottom of the racial order in the U.S.
Fabio suggested that clubs “gives them [students] you know, the opportunity to, you
know, to be diverse, you know, to have, you know, Latinos only, or and not like only but you
know, to like what's it called um, you know be themselves or like, you know, contribute and
stuff.” Based on comments from these three participants, and from other participants not quoted
here, there seemed to be a sense that clubs allowed individual students to “be themselves.” They
provided places and spaces that insulated minoritized group members where they could
apparently feel free to be themselves, which suggests that that freedom did not exist elsewhere
on campus.
In addition to signaling that there were racialized clubs at the university, the participants
indicated that joining clubs and organizations was a way to experience diversity. For example,
Gene expressed that diversity would be “best experienced maybe with extracurricular activities.”
And, Fabio suggested student organizations as an antidote to cliques in the sense that they
created opportunities for inclusion or created a sense of belonging. But the responses of other
participants, most of whom also saw clubs and organizations as vehicles for diversity, suggested
that not all organizations are created the same: creating a sense of belonging for students
racialized as “others” does not necessarily create diversity. Two different passages from Gina
illustrated this point:
Gina: Um, and then, um, Latin Rhythm I'm not as involved in that one but I have been to
like a few of their classes, which was pretty cool and there you see a lot of um, Hispanic
people um, and then I wanted to join this year um LASA, ‘um, cause my Indian friend
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he’s part of um, the Indian Student Association on campus and he’s like you should join
the Latin American one so that’s a really cool idea so that is an option for me for sure.
Gina: . . . a group that I joined, so like a small group of people that I, I know. And uh,
there aren’t that many diverse people in there, it’s in the medical field, so um, I know
maybe like the majority is white people and there are, um, not to say to that there aren’t
any, like that I’m the only different ethnicity that, that is in that group, but we’re
definitely the minority as in like I know a few Hispanic people, there are a few Indian
people, um, and not many African Americans at all like I think there is like one or
two. So, um, the majority is most definitely whites in that small group that like I’m in
constant contact with.
LASA and Latin Rhythm are inherently racialized as Latinx and the Indian Student
Association is racialized as Indian. In contrast, the medical group composed of mostly white
students was racialized as white but not labeled diverse. If these groups were on equal racialized
footing, the medical student group would be racialized as “diverse” as well as it too is a
collection of similarly racialized students that is distinct from differently racialized others; in that
case, white students. Instead, the Indian and Latinx groups are racialized as diverse while the
medical group, composed of mostly white students, was described as not diverse. The reason for
the distinction is the difference in racialization. When a group of mostly white students gathers,
the group is not considered diverse because whiteness is the normative, aracial standard against
which non-whites are racialized as diverse. In contrast, when a group of all Latinx or all Indian
students gather, by definition, the sameness of the people in the group makes those groups not
diverse as well. However, in practice their diversity was always already baked in based on their
non-whiteness.
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A comment that Winston made helps to explain the difference between the existence of
diverse groups of people and diversity.
Um, I feel like, LASA, I’ve been to those clubs and I feel like one of their biggest
problems that they mostly target Hispanic students in a way. They really don’t try, like
their best to reach out towards other individuals. Personally I’ve, I’ve seen this like Oh, I
know you guys, like they advertise, like oh come learn bachata and salsa classes, most,
like if you’re white you’re going to think oh that’s a Hispanic club right away. You
should try to advertise it so that other people will become interested too and gonna want
to come learn. So….
While clubs aimed at particular racial, ethnic, or other minority students served important
functions, they often insulated ingroup members while outgroup members perceived the
activities as not meant for them. Research participants painted a picture that clubs and
organizations were racialized or ethnic islands in a sea of whiteness. Though research
participants did not specifically name the sea of whiteness, identifying the islands suggested the
existence of the sea. If clubs and organizations are needed as an outlet for “diverse” students to
express their “diversity,” that suggests that diversity is not inherently a part of the center of the
university. The central experience at the university was described as white and therefore Latinx
students were racialized as diverse. The fact that whites are racialized as normative while all
others are racialized as diverse illustrates the asymmetry in the meanings of the races. If all
racializations were created equal, whites would be as diverse from Latinxs as Latinxs are diverse
from whites.
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Academic Racialization
Achievement / Opportunities
The research participants offered a very broad range of feedback related to their
opportunities for academic success. Lucia, Gaby, and Jenny described high schools that failed to
prepare them for the rigor of university classes. The state’s Department of Education website
graded their high schools with “D”, “C”, and “B” grades, respectively.
Lucia: I, personally, think that um well, about preparation I think it’s a, um, failure in
high school. The system, like the high school system is not good here. Specially, the
school I went to it was like a grade of a “C” or “D” school. (The state’s department of
education gave Lucia’s school a ‘D’ grade.) All the books are outdated, um, the teachers
are, are not professional, um, I’ll go to like a, a classroom and you see a professor trying
to teach and students are on the back playing cards. Um, talking, doing everything, it was
just really hard to learn in an environment like that.
Critical Education scholars have repeatedly noted the wide disparities in education
opportunities afforded to students of color in the U.S. (Ladson-Billings; Tate). Aside from the
documented disparities that exist in the present K-12 pipeline, Latinx students face additional
hurdles due to the lack of historical accrual of formal educational capital on the part of their
parents or family members.
Gaby: It’s like almost impossible unless you’re a good student and unless you have a, a
vision already for your future, thank god I did. And my parents, you know were on the
back of me for that. You force yourself to talk to them, you force to, to talk to your
advisors, you stay away from the gangs and you stay away from all of the bad
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influences. I think that that part is a little more individual you know you came out great
out of such a crappy environment . . .
Jenny: Um, I don’t know if my coll… or my high school really …. I mean they had
classes, you know? SAT stuff but it wasn’t really in your face, like you need to prepare
for college. Um, since it was kind of a more wealthy area I feel like all of the other like
students who were taking AP classes their parents were very like, you need to take AP.
My parents didn’t know what AP was so um, I went to community college first, very
under-prepared for university although in my experience community college was just
extended high school you know? So, I was very under-whel… or overwhelmed
in regular college.
These Latinx research participants expressed that their parents pressured them to do well
in school, so their parents set high expectations but it was up to the research participants to elbow
their way through by learning the system and discovering what opportunities existed, though
they were not made directly available to them.
Research participants who reported having opportunities in high school for college
preparatory courses noted the hierarchical distinctions between the honors and non-honors
students. All three of these research participants attended high schools that received “A” grades
on the state’s Department of Education website.
Raul: Personally, in high school, it, it, the way that the class um, hierarchy was structured
between regular, honors, and AP if you weren’t even at least taking honors classes,
people would, would just look down on you.
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Andrea: My high school was very competitive, it was very diverse. Like all the AP
students were by themselves and all the regular students were like, it was very
segregated, and I wasn’t in AP classes so I felt like I was less prepared coming into this.
Research participants described systems of academic apartheid at their high schools. Genericracial interactions related to college preparatory courses contributed to constructing academic
haves and have-nots along racialized lines. Research participants entered the university with
racialized notions of aptitude baked in. A number of times throughout the interviews, research
participants described the white students as the “smart kids.” For example, Gaby reported that in
her major (pre-med) “most of the kids who are doing well are white.”
Finally, a couple of research participants who attended college prep high schools noted
that they felt well prepared for college. Both high schools received “A” grades on the state’s
Department of Education website.
Carolina: I feel like my experience was actually the opposite because I went to a really,
really good high school in [Palma]. It's like one of the top high schools in the country – I
didn’t really know that until recently um, and I feel like they really prepared me for
college. And, we had a ton of AP classes and a ton of honors classes. Um…
Jessie: Um, I went to like a collegiate high school program so I was basically a fulltime college student and high school student you know the counselors were very like um,
on top of us you know like preparing us for school, so, I was very well prepared
Once at the university, research participants offered mixed reviews of how well prepared
they felt for the rigor of university courses. Winston, who reported taking Advanced Placement
(AP) courses throughout his Junior and Senior years, still felt unprepared “‘cause you still deal
with certain other things like professors, they all have their own curriculum, or how they want to
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teach a course so you’re really not prepared for those kinds of scenarios.” Arguably, through
completing AP courses, Winston had access to advanced curriculum in high school, yet he felt
unprepared and suggested that professors at the university have their own curriculum and ways
of teaching. These comments are open for interpretation but objectively, Winston’s aptitude is
apparently not an issue given his placement in AP since his junior year. Instead, it appeared that
Winston may have experienced dissonance with the standard (white) ways of teaching.
Standardized test scores are the premiere generic-racial interactions that constitute the
university body and privilege whites/whiteness. Therefore, use of standardized test scores
amounts to race-based admissions. Research participants had varied levels of educational
opportunities through their high schools, yet despite these variations, they all seemed to have
internalized the notion that white students were academic successes.
Language
Nine of the research participants (47%) attended high school in or near a city, Palma,
with a large Latinx population. Three additional students (16%) attended majority minority high
schools in Weller and reported large Latinx populations at their high schools and home
communities as well. These twelve students, who represented 63% of the research participants,
reported that they frequently spoke Spanish at their high schools. Research participants from in
and around Palma noted that one of the most shocking things about moving to Weller was that
no one spoke Spanish. Even Raul, who attended a high school near Weller, described the
inability to slip into Spanish on a regular basis as a “giant shift.” Nicole shared the dissonance
she felt being a Spanish speaker but being required to speak English at the university.
Nicole: I mean for, from my experience I have to change pretty much um, the language
that we speak, that I would be speaking outside of my house ‘cause at home we speak
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Spanish. So, you know, when I go to the university, go to work, what I have to
speak? English.
Similar to Nicole, 66% of the research participants indicated on their survey responses
that they spoke Spanish at home but reported during the focus groups that they did not find
Spanish-speaking students at the university. Gaby reported recently meeting the first Latinx
student after a year of being on campus.
Gaby: OK, so outside of school all my friends are Hispanic [Laughter]. I think I have a
few who are not Hispanic because I’ve grown up with them since I was little here in
[Weller] from school. But here on campus, I have no Hispanic friends. Like, not a single
one. I think like I said I met like the first Dominican a couple of days ago because of
our, like our group, our peer mentor group um, and that was the first time I was in a room
where there was only Hispanics and I was very “wow” cause I usually learn to introduce
my name that’s like one of the first things I have to tell people, yes my name is so and so
in the Spanish way and then I’ll repeat it in English, the way an American person would
pronounce it just because the pronunciation is different but in that room I was like wait a
second, "why am I saying it in English as well when you guys are all Hispanic?" It was
the first time like here in campus, I’ve been here for over a year, that I’ve (pause) that
situation oh I can say my name in Spanish or I can speak in something in Spanish just
because it’s like I only know that term or that, that lingo in Spanish not in English.
While most of the research participants expressed regret that they could not routinely
speak Spanish on campus, Gaby raised a salient point about racialization as related to
pronouncing names. Gaby talked about introducing herself “in English, the way an American
person would pronounce it,” which unfortunately is a common experience for Latinxs in the U.S.
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It is worth mentioning that Gaby herself is an “American person,” so it is yet another example of
the white = American but I do not consider myself whiiite so I am also outside of American
racialization.
Despite reporting difficulties in adapting to an almost exclusively English-speaking
environment, the research participants held overwhelmingly positive views about their status as
bilingual students. Sofia mentioned working at a university office and being the only employee
in her office to speak Spanish. Sofia described the ability to communicate in English and Spanish
as an asset. Similarly, Gina described with great satisfaction her work as a translator at a clinic
where most of the patients are Latinx but the medical staff are predominantly English speakers.
Catalina expressed that being bilingual would give her a competitive edge when it came to
applying for professional jobs.
It is worth highlighting that speaking multiple languages is considered an asset in all sorts
of environments. Indeed, in our increasingly globalized world, governments, corporations,
organizations, and institutions seek out professionals for key posts who are able to speak a
foreign language. The demand for speakers of foreign languages is reflected in the fact that the
university’s modern languages department cannot keep up with student demand. Further, the
state where the university is located imposes a language proficiency requirement, which suggests
that legislators also see the value in college students learning a foreign language. Let me
explicitly locate the irony. The university requires non-bilingual students to become minimally
proficient in a foreign language. The university is the particular sort of space responsible for
teaching and authorizing agents. The globalized context within which the university exists, and
into which authorized agents enter, values that particular form of capital. Yet research
participants who entered the university environment as owners of that capital felt unable to
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express that asset within the space of the university. It is difficult to make sense of this
formulation but bell hooks’ description of the deep-seated white fear that results when the white
male canon is decentered may provide some clues (Teaching 32). Latinxs in the U.S. are
routinely accused of failure to assimilate in part because they tend to retain the Spanish language.
So, within the racialized white logic Spanish, a foreign language, is a valued asset as long as it is
not attached to a Latinx person, particularly when that Latinx person also has not learned
English. Multiple research participants witnessed whites yelling at Latinxs to “speak English.”
Finally, Carolina raised the issue that words and phrases simply did not translate well
from Spanish to English and were actually specific to Spanish. Carolina also described the
difference between texting one of her Latinx friends and sharing the same information with her
white roommate.
Um, I have friends that are like immigrants, first generation immigrants, or Colombian,
Venezuelan, Equadorian, Cuban, so I do have, like a lot of friends from like different
backgrounds, um, it's just like I know that like I can text my friend whose like from
Ecuador and tell her something in Spanish like, “tengo chisme” [Laughter] and like tell
her stuff, but then like to my roommate, I’m like, "Oh my God this is what
happened." So, it's like more of like how I relate to you rather than like if I’m able to or
not able to.
“Tengo chisme” literally translates to “I have gossip” in English but there is something
funny about the phrase in Spanish whereas the English equivalent sounds a bit catty. This
probably explains why Carolina did not choose the literal translation; rather, she went with a
figurative translation. Translating can be tiresome but translating in cases where meaning is lost
is frustrating. A number of research participants expressed their preference for speaking in
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Spanish and I suspect that avoiding translation and loss of meaning contributed to this
preference. According to the research participants’ responses and views, the university is
racialized as English-speaking, which is in line with the pervasive whiteness of the space.
Familial History with the U.S. Higher Education System
As noted earlier in this chapter, research participants entered college with a racialized
sense of academic haves and have nots. In the Latinx research participants’ racialized academic
frames, white students were constructed as high academic achievers, the “smart kids,” who have
parents that also went to college. In contrast, research participants experienced and perceived
that Latinx students often came from families whose parents did not attend college. Overall, the
research participants’ responses suggested that because white students regularly earned college
degrees, earning a degree was not a big deal for them, whereas for Latinx students, earning a
degree is a familial expectation that takes a great deal of effort to achieve.
One of the survey questions asked research participants to select from a list of people
who supported or encouraged their college attendance. The list included ten options (including
parents, siblings, extended family, friends, former teacher, etc.) and an “other” write-in category.
Only two participants (10.5%) made two selections or fewer on that question and both of those
participants indicated that both parents were born in the U.S. Four participants (21%) total,
including the two previously mentioned, indicated that at least one parent was born in the U.S.
Therefore, 50% of the participants born in the U.S., who also had at least one parent born in the
U.S., indicated limited support (2 selections) for attending college. In contrast, the remaining 15
participants who had non-U.S.-born parents indicated, on average, support from 5.5 people.
Gaby: A lot of, I would say, American students you know their background is American
as well they’re more nonchalant. A lot of them like, their families already come from,
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their parents who already have degrees; ours a lot of them don’t. It's like, you have to do
this you know because we really do want better for you. I think that’s kind of like the
perspective for the majority of us too.
Carolina: So, I just kind of feel like sometimes like some of my peers that may not be
from that background [Latinx] are just pretty like, whatever about it, like they're expected
to succeed but there's no pressure behind succeeding.
The research participants expressed that Latinx students have a lot of familial pressure to
succeed academically, whereas they perceived that their white counterparts are “nonchalant”
about their educational opportunities, owing in part to the fact that white students’ parents have
college degrees. Indeed, a number of the research participants like Raul, Andrea, Winston, Gene,
and Nicole volunteered during the focus groups that they were first-generation college students.
According to the survey results, 44% of the research participants were first-generation college
students. Research participants expressed their own struggles as well as their families’ struggles
related to degree completion. Raul and Winston’s comments exemplified the struggles.
Raul: Well, uh, I, I tend to notice that a lot of the Hispanic kids that go here are like first
generation in college. Especially me, my mom had, she went to technical school for a
little bit but never actually went to college; my dad dropped out in middle school. Um,
so, it’s, it’s a brand-new experience and there’s a lot of, a lot of other kids that are going
through it with you so that kind of helps.
Notice that rather than constructing his first-generation Latinx status in relation to white
students who are not first generation, in other words as a negative opposite, Raul aligned himself
with other Latinx students who were also first generation as a positive opposite to white students.
This reflects one of a number of positive assets that I will turn to my conclusion.
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Winston: Yeah, I’m also first-generation student. Um, my dad’s from Colombia, he came
here when he was thirteen and my mom’s from Chile, she came here when she
was nine so, they only made it to high school and never really had the money to go to
college. Now that they’re actually really successful in their businesses, I was able to
come to [the university] and I also got a couple of scholarships so that helped out too.
The research participants’ sense that American students benefited due to higher rates of
parental degree completion is borne out in the research; there is a proven correlation between
parents’ and their children’s degree completion rates (NCES “Student’s”). Research participants
whose parents did not attend college reported that navigating the college preparation and
admissions processes was a challenge and that it took a great deal of individual effort to get into
college.
While most of the participants consistently described having family support, many
identified the support as pressure, both good and bad. Gaby’s comments are representative of
many of the participants’ perceptions in this area: “It’s like almost impossible unless you’re a
good student and unless you have a, a vision already for your future, thank god I did. And my
parents, you know were on the back of me for that.” In other words, though the research
participants’ parents could not assist them with navigating the systems or processes related to
accessing higher education, parents of the Latinxs research participants created the expectation
and pushed them to fulfill the expectation of earning a college degree. This pressure is
represented in Catalina’s response.
I came here to the United States when I was 8 years old and my mom was a single mom
and it was three of us, three, uh, she came with three kids and we were all little. So, the
biggest challenge has been that she’s always been on her own and um, literally my
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two brothers they didn’t go to college because they had to help her and I’m the only one
who went to college. So, the challenge for me is to, like I have, they’re like, they have a
lot put on me. [Crying]
Regardless of whether or not students were first generation, they all described earning a
college degree as a familial expectation and as a necessity for their futures. First generation
students like Raul and Catalina described the sacrifices that their families made to come to this
country and in most cases, notions of coming to the U.S. to improve their children’s life chances
were tied to success in education, particularly through completion of a college degree.
As shown in this chapter, Latinx students were quite capable of identifying the
racialization that they experienced broadly within the U.S., within higher education, and at the
university that was the site of the study. At the macro-level within the U.S., research participants
expressed their non-identification with the officially given race categories and in particular
expressed their non-identification with whiteness. Further, they expressed the homogenization
promoted by the ethnic labels “Hispanic” and “Latina/o”, and how that is most often expressed
by whites by lumping all Latinxs in the U.S. as Mexicans. At the meso-level within their high
schools, the racialization experiences varied depending on whether the research participants were
part of a Latinx majority or a Latinx minority. In the former case, participants indicated divisions
and strong group affiliations based on national or heritage origins. In the latter case, participants
who could “pass for white” indicated being racialized as part of the white majority. At the mesolevel within the university, all participants identified the university as white. Specifically,
participants who had already experienced being a part of the Latinx minority in their high
schools expressed less dissonance within the university environment as compared to those who
attended majority-minority high schools, who expressed significant dissonance. At the micro116

level, Latinx research participants also felt their difference through cultural differences related to
customs, language differences, and through the lack of educational attainment within their
families.
In relation to the race and ethnicity categories themselves, Latinx research participants
described dissonance on various levels. First, there was a pervasive sense of non-identification
with the official race categories. Most participants indicated that they selected “white” because
they were technically white; however, they did not see themselves as whiiite. While all but one
of the participants saw themselves as “Hispanic” or “Latino/a,” they also raised problems with
these panethnic labels, namely that these panethnic terms homogenized intragroup differences
that they felt were significant differences among Latinxs. Finally, participants questioned
whether counting by race and ethnicity was even necessary and they struggled to understand the
basis for the questions.
Latinx research participants’ non-identification with the race categories and misidentification with the ethnicity categories have serious implications for the limits of the race and
ethnicity data that the university regularly uses in BDPAs. As boyd and Crawford asserted, it is
hard to understand a sample when the source is uncertain (669). Indeed, when the source data do
not accurately reflect the students being signified, and further, those data drive decision-making
within the university, at least in part, this raises questions about the use of BDPAs at the
university.
Generic-racial interactions in higher education have a long history of producing academic
winners and losers in the U.S. Creation of the race and ethnicity categories as part of the first
decennial U.S. census in 1790 was part of the original racial project in the U.S. Over the
centuries, the race and ethnicity categories accrued weight and significance and contributed to
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the racialization of students and racial formations of Latinx students in the U.S. The GRIs that
mediate between Latinx racialization and the trend towards predictive analytics in higher
education only raises the stakes for Latinx students.
Even as institutions of all kinds actively ask people in the U.S. to declare a race and
ethnicity, institutions actively seek to avoid discussions of race and ethnicity and the processes of
racialization that are central to the institutions’ practices and policies. Thus, the issue is not
whether or not race can be brought up; it is that race can only be brought up in ways that serve
the university.
In higher education, white students are racialized as achievers who often come from
families of achievers. In contrast, Latinx students are racialized as low achievers who are often
the first in their families to attend college and as less likely to earn a college degree than their
white counterparts. These outcomes are to an extent predetermined by the genres that racialize
Latinx students in higher education.
In Chapter One, I argued that the U.S. could not afford to continue to mis- or non-educate
Latinx students at the current, disparate rates. Here, I add a dimension to that argument by
asserting that when we fail to provide educational opportunities for Latinx students and fail to
create universities that value diverse forms of capital, we fail to capitalize on the rich assets and
capital that Latinx students have to offer.
Latinx research participants, in talking through the GRIs that were, in effect, sources of
their marginalization, did not present as victims nor did they attack whiteness, the university, or
the state. Despite expressing struggles in navigating the terrains of whiteness, most research
participants projected a great deal of optimism, energy, and humor related to their everyday
encounters with whiteness at the university. In fact, there was a great sense of optimism. Further,
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they openly expressed interest in difference and clearly valued meeting and knowing diverse
people and groups and exploring views different from theirs. A number of participants even
offered highly altruistic and inclusive views of diversity in ways that made clear that they felt the
importance of racial equity. This posed a stark contrast to the surface levels of diversity that the
university pursues as matters of policy and process.
Also, as self-identified members of the Latinx community, with the exception of Tom,
the research participants were able to see themselves as racialized and see their roles as
racializers of other Latinx populations. Thus, they demonstrated a consciousness and
conscientiousness about race and racialization that seems a prerequisite for embarking on
projects intent on re-racialization.
I imagine that in an increasingly globalized world, with ever-increasing racial diversity,
and massive movements of migrants spurred by political unrest, the value of people who
sincerely value difference is an invaluable asset for the state, assuming that the state is seeking
racial reform in order to maximize the potential of the country by maximizing the potential of its
citizens. This assumption raises the question of whether the state implicitly seeks to suppress
particular minority groups. If not, given the consistently disparate racialized outcomes for Latinx
students in higher education, the state is at least guilty of willful neglect. If the state does not
shift its position on the mis- and non-education of Latinx students, due to the explosive increase
in the Latinx population, eventually there will be a cost in lost capital for the state.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
Contributions
Numerous studies exist within the fields of race in education, RGS, and RFT but I was
not able to find research that intersected race and genres within higher education in the way that I
have attempted to do here. Through the work for my dissertation, I hope I have carved out a
novel space at the intersection of genres and race at the university. I argue that I have made the
contributions outlined below.
I have contributed the knowledges Latinx research participants shared regarding their
racialization and encounters with whiteness at the university. A number of studies mentioned
throughout this dissertation have added to the knowledge base regarding Latinx students’
experiences in higher education. For example, Yosso and her colleagues considered the effects of
microaggressions on Latinx students at three college campuses (“Critical”). And, Bonilla-Silva
and Forman explored the racialized ideologies that white college students expressed and, in
particular, their efforts to avoid sounding racist (“I am not”). While these and a number of other
studies have explored race in higher education, they did not specifically explore the racialization
process nor did they explore race through the lens of RFT. Exploring this phenomenon through
the lens of RFT shifts the focus from race to racialization, which incorporates social actions,
specifically, racial projects. Naming and exploring the racialization processes that Latinx
students experienced at the university was a critical first step in naming a theory of GRIs and in
exposing how institutions racialized Latinx students and institutionalized whiteness.
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I have illustrated the ways in which a university institutionalizes whiteness and racializes
Latinx research participants. Following Omi and Winant, I positioned the university as an
institution that reproduces the racial state (Racial). Further, following Brunsma et al. I claimed
that the university reproduces myriad genres initially produced for white students (“Teaching”).
The reproduction of whiteness at various levels within the university resulted in Latinx students’
encounters with whiteness on a daily basis at this PWI. Thus, PWIs institutionalize whiteness. I
argued that the inherent whiteness of education in the U.S. (Leonardo Race) significantly
contributes to the disparate educational outcomes that Latinx students experience in higher
education. Finally, I asserted that in addition to institutionalizing whiteness, PWIs’ racialization
of Latinx students contributed to the racial formations that characterize Latinx students as low
academic achievers as compared to their white counterparts. This racial formation has significant
implications given the growth in higher education of Big Data/Predictive Analytics (BDPAs) to
predict which students will or will not succeed at a particular university.
I have demonstrated the limitations of the use of race and ethnicity categories in BDPA
projects at the university. Numerous scholars have shown the limits of big data and the caution
that should be exercised when employing big data projects (boyd and Crawford; Johnson;
Picciano). At the root of many big data projects are the research methods used to collect race
data, which numerous scholars asserted should also be questioned (Bonilla-Silva; Bonilla-Silva
and Baoicchi; Gillborn; Garcia and Mayorga; Zuberi; Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva). Even the U.S.
Census Bureau, the arm of the racial state that originally created the race and ethnicity
categories, hedged on the definition of race, explaining it as a “social definition of race
recognized in this country and not an attempt to define race biologically, anthropologically, or
genetically” (“Race”). Despite the social constructedness of race in the U.S., the use of static
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race and ethnicity categories in BDPAs has significant implications for Latinx students in higher
education, particularly since Latinx students were always already socially constructed and
racialized as academic underachievers. The increasing popularity of predictive analytics tools in
higher education (Johnson) only makes the problem more pressing.
Through framing the race and ethnicity categories and BDPAs as genres, I have
contributed a new lens through which to view the role of racialization within a university.
Therefore, my greatest contribution to the literature is the generation of a theory of GenericRacial Interactions.
Finally, I developed a theory of Generic-Racial Interactions that reveals the interactions
between genres and racial projects and proposes the potential GRIs offer for transformational
change. I built upon Miller’s original formulation of genres as typified social actions (“Genre”)
and intersected that with aspects of Omi and Winant’s Racial Formation Theory to argue that
genres are the vehicles that carry racial projects in higher education, which I called GenericRacial Interactions. The generic nature of genres extends into GRIs, which renders GRIs visible
and open for change. Once revealed, GRIs can be re-racialized to produce equitable outcomes.
Finally, since GRIs contribute to the structure of the university, transforming GRIs can lead to
transformative change at the university and within higher education.
In sum, I argue that the lack of systemic change in response to disparate, racialized
outcomes for Latinx students in higher education is due to the fact that previous theories have
exposed inequities but failed to expose the system that created the inequities, how the system
operates, and how the system reproduces itself. In response, I have presented the beginnings of a
theory of Generic-Racial Interactions (GRIs). My most significant contribution is the novelty of
my approach based on the introduction of genres as levers for change. I have suggested that any
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racialized outcome at the university should be critically examined to identify the GRIs that are at
work. Once the GRIs are identified within their specific contexts, social-justice-minded
practitioners and scholars can apply their generic and racial awareness to re-racialize the GRI(s).
Since genres remain open to the changes that agents enable, genres can be made to
maintain and reproduce the university or genres can be changed to restructure and re-racialize the
university. As I have shown, the racial state structures institutions and institutions structure the
racial state. Further, I argued that genres and race have a direct role in structuring institutions and
the state; therefore, genres are implicated in the racialization process and racialized genres
structure racialized institutions and the racial state. Through the work for my dissertation, I hope
I have carved out a novel space at the intersection of genres and racial projects at the university
and their interactions, GRIs.

Recommendations
The original goal of this project was to explore the causes of the consistently disparate
success rates for Latinx students in higher education. Through my research, I discovered the role
of GRIs in producing, maintaining, and reproducing racialized policies that contribute to the
disparately negative outcomes for Latinx students as compared to their white counterparts. In this
section, I conclude my dissertation by offering recommendations that leverage GRIs and genres
as levers to re-racialize outcomes for Latinx students at the university.
Identify, adapt, and leverage GRIs at all levels of the university to re-racialize the
university. In order to root out or chip away at deeply entrenched pervasive whiteness, social
justice minded agents at all levels and in all roles at the university should be familiar with GRIs.
These agents should explore their particular domains within the university to identify the spaces
where consistently disparate outcomes exist along racialized lines. In instances where disparities
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do exist, relevant GRIs must be explored to reveal the racialization that their genres enact. Here I
provide examples of what explorations of GRIs may look like at various scales within the
university.
Macro-level of the university. While the university overtly signals race in artefacts like
marketing brochures, the topic of race is not openly discussed except as part of deficit narratives
in relation to Latinx students or in silos like special topics courses that are only occasionally
offered. Avoiding the topic of race is constructed as an expectation of professional life at the
university. There is an unspoken understanding that raising race is dangerous. A problem with
that construction is what that approach signifies for the Latinx students who were already
racialized at the university. If raising race is seen as dangerous, or at least a problem, what does
the presence of racialized bodies signify?
At the macro-level of the institution I specifically selected an abstract topic like openly
discussing race because it is one of the more radical things that the university can take up. This
would involve finding ways to insert the topic of racialization as it exists in both negative and
positive contexts. Administrators should have to regularly track and report on existing racial
disparities to normalize discussions of racialized outcomes and to develop the habit of exploring
the relevant GRIs at the executive level. One way to positively address race at this level is to hire
administrators and faculty that reflect the demographics of the student body.
Meso-level of the university. Academic colleges and departments should track success
rates within their own programs and courses along racial lines. Doing this work should provide
ample evidence for the racial disparities that exist. Once disparities are identified, department
chairs and faculty should engage in in-depth analysis of the GRIs that may be contributing or
causing the disparities. For example, if a faculty member notices disparities in success in their
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course along racialized lines, the faculty member should critically examine the curriculum, texts
used in the course, graded assignments, and methods of grading. If the contrasts are particularly
stark in particular areas, departments and faculty should conduct focus group interviews or
simply talk with students to hopefully gain insights into the reasons for their struggles. Here
again, there must be space and support to openly implicate and oppose racialized disparities.
Non-curricular support or resource offices at the university should be similarly sensitive to
disparities that may exist in the level of services that students avail themselves of in multiple
domains. For example, Latinx research participants suggested that clubs and organizations were
spaces where diverse students felt that they could be themselves. As agents of the university, we
must ask ourselves, “What are we proactively doing to make all spaces feel like places that
Latinx students can be themselves?” If we are not doing that, we are failing to live up to what our
Latinx students deserve.
Micro-level at the university. I have implicated agents who operate at the macro- and
meso- levels of the university and here I implicate all of the agents who are consumers within
this habitat, students. Programming should be made available that openly addresses race with all
students on campus. Knowledge of GRIs should be required of all agents at the university and
should proactively be delivered through training, forums, or classes. Given that colleges and
universities are sites where learning happens, learning and unlearning related to race should
happen as well. Below are specific recommendations that will help to amplify the impact of
GRIs at the university.
Initiate change within higher education. This is important for two reasons. First, as stated
early on, the state creates exigencies for institutions of higher education. In many cases,
exigencies are tied to performance metrics, the attainment of which results in financial rewards
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for the university. In other words, from a financial if not an altruistic or moral imperative, the
university should have an interest in the success of all of its students if for no other reason than
for financial gain. For this reason, I have to believe that in many cases universities do not address
disparate Latinx outcomes either because they are failing to identify the disparities or they are
looking in the wrong places for solutions. Disparate outcomes for Latinx students negatively
affect Latinx students, their families, and their potential for future success. However, disparate
outcomes for Latinx students also negatively impact the university and the state.
Second, since higher education is the site that authorizes authorizers, it is a prime location
within which to re-racialize the system. If enacting GRIs at a single university results in systemwide change across universities, system-wide changes across universities can impact systemwide changes across other institutions. If state institutions initiate meaningful changes in the
ways that they racialize students and citizens in the U.S., due to the recursive, reproductive
relationship between institutions and the state, restructuring GRIs at the institutional level can
transform the state.
Visibly alter the university in ways that would meaningfully signify that Latinx students,
their values, and their identities are valued. Often, a change in the status quo or a change in the
ways that things have always been done results in members of the majority group seeing that
change as a burden. Ironically, in the U.S. the group that feels that burden is typically whites. As
a member of the university community that I am writing about, I have witnessed this resentment.
One example that I have regularly experienced is related to a cultural difference between Latinx
families and communities and white families and communities related to attendance at first-year
orientation sessions. It is common for first-year white students to have a parent or their parents at
orientation with them. In contrast, Latinx students typically have their parents and sometimes
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have extended members of their family with them. In my experience, this elicits comments from
professionals and white families who frequently appear put out by the Spanish-speaking, Latinx
students and their extended families (young children, etc.). Similar to research participants’ sense
that being bilingual was somehow converted from an advantage to a disadvantage, in this
instance, extended familial support for attending higher education is somehow seen as a
negative.
It is not uncommon for the university’s marketing materials to prominently feature
diverse students. One of the research participants mentioned getting a university brochure at her
high school that featured three Latinx females on the front cover (I knew exactly which image
she was referring to) and explained thinking that the campus would look just like her high
school. Instead, she ended up perceiving that the university was, according to her, “super white.”
I used these two examples to suggest that marketing materials (genres) are racialized and
possibly draw Latinx students to the university yet when a Latinx family selects the university
and attends a mandated orientation session, the racialized reality does not match the experience
that the racialized genre created. I am not suggesting that the university is intentionally creating a
bait and switch. Rather, I think that the university sees itself as a diverse institution that treats all
students the same. Unfortunately, what the university overlooks and recreates is the deeply
entrenched pervasiveness of whiteness that affects broad-ranging decisions from choices of
marketing materials to planning an orientation program.
Critically examine the inclusion of race and ethnicity categories in BDPAs and question
the disparate outcomes they create. The university employs big data on an ongoing basis in part
to respond to exigencies of the state and in part to guide data-driven decision-making.
Increasingly, the university is employing predictive analytics to help the university to determine
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which students have greater or lesser chances for success. If the university has historically
produced racialized outcomes, using historical big data sets in predictive analytics projects will
simply project historical results into the future.
Expand the race and ethnicity genres at the university to include categories with which
Latinx research participants identify. As stated previously, the race and ethnicity categories
presented various issues for Latinx research participants. A fairly simple solution related to the
ethnicity question that the university could consider would entail adding a question or a field to
allow students to indicate their national or heritage origins as part of selecting their ethnicity.
This would mirror what is already being done at the state level and does not preclude collecting
the data required per Directive 15. The issue of non-identification with the race question is far
more complex in terms of compliance with Directive 15. Research participants frequently asked
why “Hispanic” or “Latinx” were not options on the race question similar to the way that
“Asian” is a race, instead of making ethnicity a separate category.
Given the federal mandate, it is unlikely that the university will reformulate the race
categories locally and risk non-compliance with the state directive. If and until the state
reconsiders the official race and ethnicity categories, the university is beholden to providing the
given race data. That said, there is no restriction on the university creating additional questions to
get a better read on the university’s Latinx population.

Suggestions for Future Research
Going forward, I will continue to conceptualize my theory of GRIs with the goal of
creating explicit suggestions for practice. Additional research with a larger population of Latinx
students is necessary to confirm or refute the results that I found based on my study. Additional
steps should be taken at the university level to proactively address race in relation to its impact
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on the Latinx student population. Research into other institutions that have undertaken a focused
approach regarding race and the Latinx student population would be useful to include in future
studies related to the intersection of Latinx students, genres, race, and higher education.
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